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108*16 I. Τὰ εν on μεν λέγεται πολλαχώς, έν rots περί του ποσαχώς διηρημένοις ειρηται πρότερον- irXgo-ναχώς Si λεγομένου οἱ σνγκεφαλαιούμενοι τρόποι είσ'ι τέτταρες των πρώτων και καθ' αυτά λεγομέ-νων ἔν, ὰλλὰ μή κατά συμβεβηκός. Τό τε γάρ 20 συνεχές ή άπλώ? ή μάλιστα γε το φύσει και μη αφή μηδε Βεσμω- και τούτων μάλλον εν και πρότερον ον άδιαιρετωτερα ή κίνησις και μάλλον άπλη. Ἔτι τοιοΰτον και μάλλον το ολον και ἔχον τινὰ μορφήν καί είδος- μάλιστα B' ει τι φύσει τοιοΰτον και μή βία, ώσπερ όσα κοίλη ή γόμφψ ή as συνδέσμφ, άλλα έχει εν αύτφ το αίτιον αύτω του συνεχές εἶναι, τοιοΰτον δέ τω μίαν την κίνησιν εἶναι καί αδιαίρετον τόπω και χρόνω, ώστε φανερόν, ει τι φύσει κινήσεως αρχήν εχει τής πρώτης τήν πρώτην, οἶον λέγω φοράς κυκλοφορίαν, ότι τοΰτο πρώτον μέγεθος ἔν. Τὰ μεν δή όντως εν ή1 eo συνεχές ή δλον, τα Bi ὥν αν 6 λόγος εΐς ή. τοιαΰτα 1 ί Christ: ϊ).
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This description applies to the celestial spheres.
BOOK Χ
I.	That “ one ” has several meanings has been D°nlt x already statedn in our distinction, of the various οτπε» and meanings of terms. But although it lias a number of senses, the things which are primarily and essenti- of 8ub-ally called one, and not in an accidental sense, may sr*NC0· be summarised under four heads :
(ϊ.) That which is continuous, either absolutely or “Th. one” in particular that which is continuous by natural m th« cun-growth and not by contact or ligature ; and of these "nnoUh· things those are more strictly and in a prior sense one whose motion is more simple and indivisible.
(ii.) Of this kind in a still higher degree is that 2 which is a whole and has α definite shape or form, m the particularly that which is such by nature and not by "fc<>,e· constraint (like things which are joined by glue or nails or by being tied together), but which contains in itself the cause of its continuity. A thing is of 3 this kind if its motion is one and indivisible in respect of place Sind time; so that clearly if a thing has as its principle of motion the primary kind of motion (i.e. locomotion) in its primary form (i.e. circular locomotion), it is in the primary seme one spatial m«agni-tude.6
Some things, then, are one in this sense, qua continuous or whole; the other things which are one are those whose formula is one. Such are the 4 3
ARISTOTLE
1052 * δὲ ὥν ή νόησις μία- τοιαΰτα δέ ὥν αδιαίρετο?· αδιαίρετος δέ του αδιαιρέτου ε'ίδει η αριθμώ, αριθμώ μέν οΰν τὰ καθ' έκαστον αδιαίρετον, εΐδει δέ το τω γνωστώ καί τη επιστήμη, ωσθ' εν αν εϊη πρώτον το ταΐί ούσίαις αἴτιον του ενός, λέγεται 86 μεν ούν τὰ εν τοσανταχώς, τό τε συνεχές φύσει καί το δλον, καί το καθ’ έκαστον καί τό καθόλου.
1052 b πάντα δε ταΰτα εν τω αδιαίρετον εἶναι τών μεν την κίνησιν τών δέ την νόησιν η τον λόγον. Αει δέ κατανοεΐν δτι ούχ ωσαύτως ληπτέον λέγεσθαι ποΐά τε εν λέγεται, καί τί ἔστι τὰ ἔνι είναι, καί τις αυτού λόγος, λέγεται μεν γάρ τό εν τοσανταχώς, καί s έκαστον ἔσται έν τούτων, φ αν ύπάρχη τις τούτων τών τρόπων τό δέ ενί είναι ότέ μεν τούτων τινι ἔσται, ότέ δέ αλλω, δ καί μάλλον εγγύς τω όνόματί ἔστι, τη δυνάμει δ’ έκεΐνα, ώσπερ καί περί στοιχείου καί αιτίου ει δέοι λέγειν επί τε τοις πράγμασι διορίζοντα καί τοϋ ονόματος όρον άποδιδόντα. ίο ἔστι μέν γάρ ως στοιχείον τό πΰρ (ἔστι δ’ ίσως καθ’ αύτό καί τό άπειρον η τι άλλο τοιοΰτον), έστι δ’ ως ον· ού γάρ τό αύτό πυρί καί στοιχεία» είναι, άλλ' ώς μέν πράγμά τι καί φύσις τό πΰρ στοιχείον, τό δέ όνομα σημαίνει τό τοδί συμβεβηκέναι αύτω, δτι εστί τι έκ τούτου ως πρώτον ενυπάρχοντας. 15 οντω και επί αιτίου καί ενός καί τών τοιοντων απάντων.
° The reference is doubtless to Anaximander. Of Vol. I. IntroU. p. x.
METAPHYSICS, Χ. ι. 4-8
things of which Ihe concept is one, i.e. of which the concept is indivisible; and this is indivisible when the object is indivisible (iii.) in form or (iv.) in number, (s) Win mdi-Nowin number the individual is indivisible, and in uniform that which is indivisible in comprehension and vemi. knowledge ; so that that which causes the unitj' of substances must be one in the primary sense. Such, 5 then, in number are the meanings of “ one ” : the naturally continuous, the whole, the individual, and tbe universal. All these are one because they are indivisible ; some in motion, and others in concept οι* formula.
But we must recognize that the questions, “ What '^r sort of things are called one ? ” and “ What is essential tieuiar unity, and what is the formula ? ” must not be taken KlTe" to be the same. “ One ” has these several meanings, β and each thing to which some one of these senses thocoanotn-applies will be one; but essential unity will have now one of these senses and now something else, which is still nearer to the term one, whereas they are nearer to its denotation. This is also true of “ element ” and “ cause,” supposing that one had to explain them both by exhibiting concrete examples and by giving α definition of the term. There is a 7 sense in which (ire is an element (and no doubt so too is “ the indeterminate ” e or some other similar thing, of its own nature), and there is a sense in which it is not; because “ to be fire ” and “ to be an element ” are not the same. It is as a concrete thing and as a stuff that fire is an element; but the term “ element" denotes that it has this attribute : that something is made of it as a primary constituent.
The same is true of “ cause ” or “ one ” and all other 8 such terms.
5
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1052 b
Διὰ καί τὰ ἔνι €ἶναι τὰ άδιαιρέτω ἔστιν είναι, one.ρ τόδε1 όντι καί ίδια χωριστώ* η τόπφ η εΐδει η διανοἱρ, η καί τὰ’ όλψ και άδιαιρέτω, μάλιστα δέ τὰ μέτρω* etvai πρώτω* έκάστον γένους και κυριώτατα του ποσοΰ· έντεϋθεν γάρ έπί τα ao άλλα έληλνθεν. μέτρον γάρ ἔστιν ω τὰ ποσον γιγνώσκ€ται· γιγνώσκεται δὲ rj ενί η αριθμώ το ποσον fj ποσόν, ό δὲ αριθμός απας ἔνι, ώστε παν το ποσον γιγνώσκεται ή ποσον τω ἔνι, και ω πρώτω ποσά γιγνώσκεται τούτο αύτό ἔν· διὰ τὰ «ν αριθμού άρχη ή αριθμός, εντεύθεν δε καί εν 26 τοι? άλλοις λέγεται μέτρον τε φ έκαστον πρώτωβ γιγνώσκεται, και το μέτρον έκαστου εν εν μηκει, εν πλάτει, εν βάθει, εν βάρει, έν τάχει (τὰ γάρ βάρος και τάχος κοινόν έν τοΐς έναντίοις· διττόν γάρ έκάτερον αυτών, οἶον βάρος τό τε όποσηνοΰν εχον ροπήν και τὰ εχον ύπεροχην ροπής, και τάχος τό 30 re όποσηνοΰν κινησιν εχον και τὰ ύπεροχην κινη-σεως· ἔστι γάρ τι τάχος και τού βραδέος, και βάρος τού κουφοτέρου).	Ἑν πάσι δη τουτοις μέτρον καί
άρχη έν τι και αδιαίρετον, έπεί καί εν τάίς γραμ-μαϊς χρώνται ως άτόμω τη ποδιαίφ. πανταχοΰ γάρ τό μέτρον έν 11 ζητοΰσι καί αδιαίρετον τούτο 88 δέ τὰ άπλοΰν η τφ ποιώ η τω ποσψ. δπου μεν οΰν δοκεΐ μη είναι άφελεΐν η προσθεΐναι', τούτο 1053a ακριβές τό μέτρον διό τό του αριθμού ακριβέ-στατον την γάρ μονάδα τιθέασι πάντη αδιαίρετον έν δέ τοΐς άλλοις μιμούνται τό τοιοϋτον από γάρ
1 τφδε Α11.
Bonita: τψ.
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Hence “ to be one ” means “ to be indivisible ” j'^1 (being essentially a particular thing, distinct and a m separate in place or form or thought.), or “ to be whole and indivisible ” ; but especially “ to be the first measure of each kind,” and above all of quantity ; for it is from this that it has been extended to the other categories. Measure is that by which quantity 0 is known, and quantity qua quantity is known either by unity or by number, and all number is known by unity. Therefore all quantity qua quantity is known by unity, and that by which quantities are primarily known is absolute unity. Thus unity is the starting- 10 point of number qua number. Hence in other cases too “ measure ” means that by which each thing is primarily known, and the measure of each thing is a unit—in length, breadth, depth, weight and speed. (The terms " weight ” and “ speed ” are common to 11 both contraries, for each of them has a double meaning ; e.g., “ weight ” applies to that which has the least amount of gravity and also to that which has an excess of it, and “ speed ” to that which has the least amount of motion and also to that which has, excess of it; for even the slow has some speed, and the light some weight.)
In ail these cases, then, the measure and starting- 12 point is spine indivisible unit (since even in the case of lines we treat the " one-foot line ” as indivisible).
For everywhere we require as our measure an indivisible unit; i.e., that which is simple either in quality or in quantity. Now where it seems im- 13 possible to take away or add, there the measure is exact. Hence the measure of number is most exact, for we posit the unit as in every way indivisible ; and in all other cases we follow this
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σταδίου και ταλάντου και del τοϋ μείζονος λάθοι αν καί ιτροστεθέν τι καί άφαιρεθέν μάλλον ή από ϊ, έλάττονος. ὥστε άφ’ ου πρώτον κατά την α’ΐσθη -σιν μη ενδέχεται, τούτο πάντες ποιούνται μέτρον καί υγρών και ξηρών και βάρους και μεγέθους’ και τότ οἴονται είδέναι τό ποσόν όταν ειδώσι διά τούτου του μέτρου, και δη καί κίνηαιν τη απλή κινήσει καί τη τάχιστη· όλιγιστόν γάρ αυτή έχει ίο χρόνον· διό εν τη αστρολογία τό τοιοΰτον εν αρχή καλ μέτρον την κίνησιν γάρ ομαλήν υποτίθενται καί ταχίστην την του ούρανοΰ, προς ήν κρίνουσι τάς άλλας. καί εν μουσική δίεσις, ότι ελάχιστου, καί εν φωνή στοιχείον, καί ταΰτα πάντα εν τι ούτως, ούχ ώς κοινόν τι τό εν, ὰλλ* * ώσπερ εΐρηται. υ ούκ αει δε τω αριθμώ έν τό μέτρον, «ΛΛ* ενίοτε πλείω, οἶον αἱ διέσεις δυο, αι μή κατά την ακοήν άλλ’ εν τοΐς λόγοις, καί αι φωναί πλείους αΐς μέτρον μεν, καί ή διάμετρος δυσί μετρεΐται [και ή πλευρά],1 καί τὰ (τοιαΰτα)* μεγέθη πάντα, ουτω δή πάντων μέτρον τό έν, ότι γνωρίζομεν εξ ὥν έστίν 20 ή ούσία διαιροΰντες ή κατά τό ποσόν ή κατά τό είδος, διά3 τούτο τό έν αδιαίρετον, ότι τό πρώτον έκαστων αδιαίρετον, ούχ ομοίως δέ παν αδιαίρετον,
1 Goebel.	2 τοιαϋτα addidi.	* *α! διά E*J.
° i.e., the enharmonic (or quarter-tone proper) and the chromatic, which was 1 of a tone (Aristoxeniis i. 21). There was also the Sleets i/μιολΐα, which was J of α tone (id. li. 51).
* The meaning seems to be that the diameter consists of two parts, one equal to the side, and the other representing its 8
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example, for with the furlong or talent or in general with the greater measure an addition or subtraction would be less obvious than with a smaller one. Therefore the first thing from which, according to our 14 perception, nothing can be subtracted is used by all men as their measure of wet and dry, weight and magnitude; and they think that they know the quantity only when they know it in terms of this measure. And they know motion loo by simple motion and the most rapid, for this takes least time. Hence in astronomy a unit of this kind is the starting- 15 point and measure ; for they assume that the motion of the heavens is uniform and the most rapid, and by it they judge the others. In music the measure is tlie quarter-tone, because it is the smallest interval ; and in language the letter. All these are examples of units in this sense—not in the sense that unity is something common lo them all, but in the sense which we have described. The measure is not 16 always numerically one, but sometimes more than one ; e.g., there are two quarter-tones, distinguished not by our hearing but by their theoretical ratios “ ; and the articulate sounds by which we measure speech are more than one ; and the diagonal of a square is measured by two quantities,6 and so are all ^magnitudes of this kind. Thus unity is the measure of all things, because we learn of what tlic substance is composed by dividing it, in respect of either quantity or form. Hence unity is indivisible, 17 because that -which is primary in each class of tilings is indivisible. But not every unit is indivisible in
excess over the side; the two parts being incommensurate are measured by different units (Ross), καί ή jrXeupi must,
I think, be a gloss.
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οἶον irovs καί μονάς, ὰλλὰ το μιν πάντη, το δ εις αδιαίρετα ττ ρος την αϊσθησιν θετέον,1 ώσπερ ειρηται ήδιγ ί'σωδ γὰρ wav συνεχές διαιρετόν. ^ ’Aei δ« 25 συγγενές το μετράν μεγεθών μεν γάρ μέγεθος, και καθ* έκαστον μήκους μήκος, πλάτους^ πλάτος, φωνών φωνή, βάρους βάρος, μονάδων μονάς.^ οΰτω γάρ Βει λαμβάνειν, άλλ* ούχ οτι αριθμών αριθμός· καίτοι ἔδει, ει ομοίως· άλλ’ ούχ ομοίως άξιοι, αλλ* ho ώσπερ μονάδα
επιστήμην δέ μέτρον των πραγμάτων λέγομεν καί την αϊσθησιν διά τό αι3τό, οτι γνωρίζομεν τι αι3ταΐί,“ έπει μετρούν ται μάλλον ή μετροΰσιν. ὰλλὰ συμβαίνει ήμΐν ώσπερ αν ει άλλου ημάς μετροΰντος 8S έγνωρίσαμεν πηλίκο ι εσμέν τω τάν πηχυν επί τοσοΰτον ήμΐν έπιβάλλειν. Πρωταγόρα? δ* άνθρωπόν φησι πάντων είναι μέτρον, ώσπερ αν ει τον ΜΗ® h επιστήμονα είπών ή τον αισθανόμενον τούτους δ’ οτι εχουσιν ό μέν αϊσθησιν 6 δέ επιστήμην, α φαμεν εΐναι μέτρα των υποκειμένων. ονθέν δη λέγων περιττόν φαίνεται* τι λέγειν.	°Οτι μεν οΰν
τό ἔνι* είναι μάλιστά earn κατά τό δνομα άψε ορίζοντι μέτρον τι, και κνριώτατα του ποσοΰ, εΐτα
1 Seriov Forster ϊ iQihei.	,,
4 airots Bekker.
* \έγων . . . φαίνεται Alexander et fecit Es .· hiyovres . . . φαίνονται.
1 lv Ab γρ. E Alexander.
εί μονάδων μονάδας άξιωσειε μέτρον αλλα μή • ό δ* αριθμός πλήθος μανάδων. Καί την
“ What Protagoras really meant was (apparently) that appearances are true relatively to the percipient. Gf IV. iv. 27, and see Burnet, Greek ’Philosophy (Part I. Thales to Plato), $93.
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the same sense—e.g. the foot and the arithmetical unit; but the latter is absolutely indivisible, and the former must be classed as indivisible with respect to our power of perception, as we have already stated ; since presumably everything which is continuous is divisible.
The measure is always akin to the thing measured. 18 The measure of magnitude is magnitude, and in particular the measure of length is a length ; of breadth, a breadth ; of sounds, a sound ; of weight, a weight; of units, a unit; for this is the view that, we must take, and not that the measure of numbers is α number. The latter, indeed, would necessarily be true, if the analogy held good ; but the supposition is not analogous—it is as though one were to suppose that the measure of units is units, and not a unit; for number is a plurality of units.
We also speak of knowledge or sense-perception 10 as a measure of things for the same reason, because through them we come to know something ; whereas really they are measured themselves rather than measure other things. But our experience is as though someone else measured us, and we learned our height by noticing to what extent he applied his foot-rule to us. Protagoras says that “ man is 20 the measure of all things,” meaning, as it were, the scholar or the man of perception ; and these because they possess, the one knowledge, and the other perception, which we hold to be the measures of objects. Thus, while appearing to say something exceptional, he is really saying nothing.®
Obviously, then, unity in the strictest sense, if we 21 make our definition in accordance with the meaning of the term, is a measure ; particularly of quantity,
II
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τον ποιου, φανερόν, ἔσται δε τοιοΰτον το μεν αν fj αδιαίρετον κατά, το τιοσόν, το δε αν κατά το ποιόν Slows ρ αδιαίρετον το εν η Απλώς ή ή εν.
II.	Κατὰ δε την ουσίαν καί την φύσιν ζητητεον ίο ποτέρως εχει, καθάπερ εν τοι? διαπορήμασιν επ-ήλθομεν, τί το ἔν ἔστι καί πως δει περί αύτοΰ λαβεΐν, πότερον ως ουσίας τινός ονσης αύτοΰ του ενός, καθάπερ οἴ τε ΐΐυθαγόρειοί φασι πρότερον καί Πλάτων ύστερον, η μάλλον νπόκειταί τις φύσις, καί πως1 δει γνωριμωτερως λεχθηναι καί μάλλον 15 ώσπερ οι περί φύσεως· εκείνων γὰρ ό μεν τις φιλίαν είναι φησι τὰ εν, ό δ* * ὰέρα, ό δέ τὰ άπειρον.
Ει δὲ μηδέν των καθόλου δυνατόν ούσίαν είναι, καθάπερ εν τοι? περί ούσίας καί περί τοΰ οντος εϊρηται λόγοις, ούδ’ αυτό τούτο ουσίαν ως εν τι παρά τὰ πολλά δυνατόν είναι (κοινόν γάρ) «λλ* 20 η κατηγόρημα μόνον, 8ήλον ως ούδε τὰ ἔν· τὰ γάρ ον καί τὰ εν καθόλου κατηγορεΐται μάλιστα πάντων'. ώστε ούτε τα γένη φύσεις τινες καί ούσίαι χωριστοί των άλλων εισίν, ούτε τό εν γένος ενδέχεται εΐναι διά τάς αντος αιτίας δι άσπερ ούδε το ον ουδό την ούσίαν. "Ετι 8’ ομοίως επί παντων μ άναγκαΐον ἔχειν λέγεται δ’ ίσαχως τό ον καί τό εν ωατ επείπερ έν τοΐίς ποιοϊς εατί τι τό εν καί τις φύσις, ομοίως δε καί εν τοΐς ποσοΐς, δήλον ότι καί άλως ζητητεον τί τό εν, ώσπερ και τι το ον, 1 mis Schwegler: »<Sj codd. t seclusit Christ.
“ IIL iv. 24-27. * Anaximenes.
‘ VII. xiil.
n
* Empedocles.
* Anaximander. t Cf III. iii. 7.
METAPHYSICS, Χ. ι. 21—ιι. 4
and secondarily of quality. Some things will be of this kind if they are indivisible in quantity, and others if in quality. Therefore that which is one is indivisible, either absolutely or qua one.
II.	We must inquire, with regard to the sub-stance and nature of unity, in which sense it exists, butapredi·' This is the same question which we approached in £in"ivc’«'itii our discussion of difficulties'1: what unity is, and what Μηκ. view we are to take of it; -whether that unity itself is a kind of substance—as first the Pythagoreans, and later Plato, both maintain—or whether rather some nature underlies it, and we should give a more intelligible account of it, and more after the manner of the physicists; for of them one b holds that “ the One ” is Love, another c Air, and another1* the Indeterminate.
Now if no universal can be a substance (as we have 2 stated in our discussion* of substance and being), and being itself cannot be a substance in the sense of one thing existing alongside the many (since it is common to them), but only as a predicate, then clearly neither can unity be a substance; because being and unity are the most universal of all predicates. Therefore (β) genera are not certain entities 3 and substances separate from other things ; aijd (b) unity cannot be a genus, for the same reasons that being anti substance cannot.*
Further, the nature of unity must be the same for all categories. Now being and unity have the same 4 number of meanings ; so that since in the category of qualities unity is something definite, i.e. some definite entity, and similarly in the category of quantity, clearly we must also inquire in general what unity is, just as in the case of being; since it is
13
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1088	6 ὥ? ούχ ικανόν ότι τούτο αυτό ή φύσις αύτον. άλλα μην ἔν γε χρώμασίν ἔστι τὰ ev χρώμα, οἶον so τὰ λευκόν, ει1 * τα άλλα έκ τούτου καί τοΰ μελανός φαίνεται γιγνόμενα, το δέ μέλαν στέρησις λευκοΰ, ώσπερ και φωτός σκότος [τοΰτο 8’ έστί στέρησις φωτός]*· ώστε ει τὰ όντα ήν χρώματα, ήν αν αριθμός τις τα όντα, άλλα τίνων; δηλον δη ότι χρωμάτων καί το εν ην αν τι εν, οἶον το λευκόν. β γ, ομοίως δε καί ει μέλη τα οντα ήν, αριθμός αν Jjv, διέσεων μέντοι, αλλ' ούκ αριθμός η ούσία αυτών lost a καί τό Ιν ήν αν τι ου ή ούσία ου τὰ εν άλλα δίεσις. ομοίως δέ καί επί τών φθόγγων στοιχείων αν ήν τὰ οντα αριθμός, καλ τό εν στοιχείον φωνήεν, καί ει σχήματα εύθυγραμμα, σχημάτων αν ήν αριθμός, καί τό εν τό τρίγωνον. 6 δ’ αυτός λόγο? ι καί επί τών άλλων γενών, ώστ εΐπερ καί έν τοΐς πάθεσι καί εν τοΐς ποιοΐς καί έν τοΐς ποσοΐς καί εν κινήσει αριθμών όντων και ενός τινος έν απασιν, ό τε αριθμός τινών καί τό εν τί έν, ὰλλ’ ούχί τοΰτο αύτοΰ ή ούσία, καί επί τών ούσιών ανάγκη ωσαύτως έχε ιν ομοίως γάρ έχει επί πάντων. "Οτι μεν οδν ίο τὰ εν έν άπαντι3 γένει εστί τις φύσις, και ούδενός τοΰτο γ' αύτό η φύσις τὰ ἔν, (φανερόν- άλλ’ ώσπερ έν χρώμασι χρώμα έν ζητητέον αύτό τό ·£ν, οΰτω καί έν ονσίη, ουσίαν μίαν αύτό* τό έν οτι δέ ■ τ αύτό σημαίνει πως τό έν καί τό ον, δηλον τω τε παρακολουθεΐν ισαχώς ταΐς κατηγορίαις καί μη εἶναι έν μηΒεμια (οἶον ουτ έν τη τί ἔστιν οντ έν
1	H AbE: Λ τα.	2 Jaeger.
* ναντϊ EJ.	4 αύτό τε Ab.
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not enough to say that its nature is simply unity οι-being. But in the sphere of colours unity is a β colour, e.g. white ; that is if all the other colours are apparently derived from white and black, and black is a privation of white, as darkness is of light. Thus if all existing things were colours, all existing things would be a number ; but of what ? Clearly of 0 colours. And unity would be some one colour, e.g. white. Similarly if all existing things were tunes, there would be a number—of quarter-tones ; but tHeir substance would not be a number ; and unity would be something whose substance is not unity but a quarter-tone. Similarly in the case of sounds, existing things would be a number of letters, and unity would be a vowel; and if existing things were 7 right-lined figures, they would be a number of figures, and unity would be a triangle. And the same principle holds for all other genera. Therefore if in the categories of passivity and quality and quantity and motion there is in every category a number and a unity, and if the number is of particular things and the unity is a particular unity, and its substance is not unity, then the same must be true in the case of substances, because the same is true in all cases.
It is obvious, then, that in every genus “ one ” is 8 α definite entity, and that in no case is its nature merely unitv; but as in the sphere of colours the One-itself which we have to seek is one colour, so too in the sphere of substance the One-itself is one substance, And that in a sense unity means the same θ as being is clear (a) from the fact that it has a meaning corresponding to each of the categories, and is contained in none of them—e.g., it is contained
15
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τή ποιόν, ὰλλ’ ομοίως ἔχει ώσπερ τὰ όν), και τω /ιή προσκατηγορεΐσθαι 'έτερόν τι το εις άνθρωπος τοΰ άνθρωπος (ώσπερ ούδέ τὰ εἶναι παρά τό τι ή ττοιόν ή ποσόν) καί (τω)1 τὰ ἔνι είναι τὰ έκάστω εΐναι.
20 III. Άντίκειται δέ το εν καί τα πολλά κατά πλείους τρόπους, ὥν ἔνα τὰ εν καί τό πλήθος ώς αδιαίρετον καί διαιρετόν· τό μεν γάρ ή διηρημίνον ή διαιρετόν πλήθος τι λέγεται, τό δὲ αδιαίρετον ή μή διηρημένον εν. έπεί οΰν αἱ αντιθέσεις τετράχοος, 25 καί τούτων κατά στέρησιν λέγεται θάτερον, εναντία αν εϊη, καί ούτε ως άντίφασις ούτε ως τα προς τι λεγάμενα, λέγεται δέ εκ του έναντίου καί δηλοΰται τό έν, εκ τοΰ διαιρετόν τό αδιαίρετον, διά τό μάλλον αισθητόν τό πλήθος είναι καί τό διαιρετόν ή τό αδιαίρετον, ώστε τω λόγω πρότερον τό πλήθος so row αδιαιρέτου διά την αίσθησιν.	Ἔστι δέ τοΰ μεν
ενός, ώσπερ καί έν τή διαιρέσει των εναντίων διεγράφαμεν, τό ταύτό καί ομοιον καί ίσον, τοΰ δέ πλήθους τό έτερον καί άνόμοιον καί άνισον.
Λεγομένου δέ τοΰ ταύτοΰ πολλαχώς, ένα μεν τρόπον κατ αριθμόν λέγομεν ενίοτε αυτό, τούτο δ* β5 εάν καί λόγω καί αριθμώ έν ή, βίον σύ σαντω και 10Mb τω εϊδει καί τή ύλη έν· ἔτι δ’ εάν ό λόγος 6 τής πρώτης ουσίας εΐς ή, οἶον αἱ ἶσαι γραμμαφ εύθεΐαι αι αύταί, καί τὰ ίσα καί* ισογώνια τετράγωνα, καίτοι πλείω· ὰλλ’ έν τοντοις η ίσότης ενότης.
"Ομοια δέ εάν μή ταΰτά άπλώς όντα, μηδέ κατά
1 τφ Christ: τφ shat Ross.	a καί τά EJ.
<· cf IV. U. 6-8.	» Cf IV. ii. Α.
• Or “the same.” Cf. Υ Ax.
* Οτ “ like.” Cf V. ix. 5.
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neither in substance nor ill quality, but is related to them exactly as being is; (b) from the fact that in “ one man ” nothing more is predicated than in “ inan *'a (just as Ueing too does not exist apart from some thing or quality or quantity) ; and (c) because “ to be one " is “ to be a particular thing."
III.	“ One ” and “ Many ” are opposed in several u,,1,t>: [ina ways. Unity and Plurality are opposed as being p "la y indivisible and divisible; for that which is divided οι; divisible is called a plurality, and that which is indivisible or undivided is called one. Then since opposition is of four kinds, and one of the present pairs of opposites is used in a privative sense, they must be contraries, and neither contradictories nor relative terms. Unity is described and explained by 2 its contrary—the indivisible by the divisible—because plurality, i.e. the divisible, is more easily perceptible than the indivisible ; and so in formula plurality is prior to the indivisible, on account of our powers of perception.
To Unity belong (as we showed by tabulation in our distinction of the contraries ®) Identity, Similarity and Equality; and to Plurality belong Otherness, Dissimilarity and Inequality.
“ Identity ” ® has several meanings, (a) Some- 3 times we speak of it in respect of number. (b) We Hontity. call a thing the same if it is one both in formula anil in number, e.g., you are one with yourself both in form and in matter ; and again (c) if the formula of the primary substance is one, e.g., equal straight lines are the same, and equal quadrilaterals with equal angles, and there are many more examples ; but in these equality means unity.
Things are “ similar ” d (a) if, while not being the 4 c	17
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δ την ουσίαν αδιάφορα την συγκειμένην, κατά το €ἶδο? ταύτά ή, οἶον τὰ μεΐζον τετράγωνον τω μικρώ δμοιον, και αι άνισοι εύθεΐαι· ανται γάρ ομοιαι μιν, αι αύτα'ι Be απλώς ου. τα Be έὰν το αυτό είδος έχοντα, εν οΐς το μάλλον και ήττον εγγίγνεται, μήτε μάλλον ή μήτε ήττον. τὰ δὲ έὰν ή το αύτο ίο πάθος και ev τω είδει, οἶον τὰ λευκόν, σφόδρα και ήττον, δμοιά φασιν είναι άτι εν τό είδος αυτών, τα δὲ εάν πλείω έχη ταύτά ή erepa, ή απλώς, ή τα πρόχειρα, οἶον καττίτερος άργύρω ή λευκόν,1 χρυσός δὲ πυρ'ι ή ξανθόν καί πυρρόν.	"Ωστε
Βήλον οτι και τό 'έτερον καί τό ανόμοιου πολλαχώς 15 λέγεται, καί τό μεν άλλο άντικειμένως καί τό ταύτό, διό άπαν* προς άπαν ή ταύτά ή άλλο· το δ’ έὰν μή και ή ύλη και ό λόγος εϊς, διὰ συ καί ό πλησίον έτερος· τό δὲ τρίτον ως τὰ έν tois μαθη-ματικοϊς. τό μεν οΰν έτερον ή ταύτό διά τούτο παν προς παν λέγεται, δσα λέγεται εν καί ον 20 ου'1 γάρ άντίφασίς εστι τοΰ ταύτοΰ· διό αν λέγεται επί των μή οντων (τό δέ μή ταύτό λέγεται), επί δέ των οντων πάντων ή γάρ εν ή ούχ εν πέφυκε δσα* ον καί εν. Τὰ μεν οδν έτερον και ταύτόν ούτως άντίκειται, διαφορά δέ καί στερότης άλλο.
1 $ λιυκύν ex Alexandra Ross: ί Xeuxis Sclwegler: ή χρνσψ codd.
Β ιϊταιι Ab Alexanders παρ BJ.	3 οι)δ£ Α».
1 ττίφνκε &<m Apelt s τεφνχ 6σα Ross: jre^u/iiis A“: ττιφυκ^ καί Ε,ΤΓ Alexander.
• Of V. re. 4, ι te. as opposed to “ same ” in si
(o); § 3 above.
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same absolutely or iii<lMingui.slial>Ie in respect of«iimiaiiiy their coneicte substance, they αι e identical in form ; e g., the larger square is similar to the smaller, and unequal straight lines are similar. These are similar, but not absolutely the same, (δ) If, having the same form, and being capable of difference in degree, tlir;y have no difference of degice. (c) If tilings have an r> attribute which is the same and nne in form—e.g. white—in different degrees, we say that they m-o similai because their form is one. (d) If the respects in which they are the same are more than those m which they diffei, cither in general or ns te&nids their more prominent qualities ; e g., tin is similar to .silver, as being white ; and gold to fire, as being yellow or flame-coloured.
Thus it is obvious that “ Other ” ° and “ Unlike ” 0 also have several meanings, (a) In one sense “other ” is used in the sense opposite to “ the same ’’; thus MimUmt) everything- in relation to every other thing is either " the same ” or “ other. ” (θ) In another sense things are “ other ” unless both their matter and their formula ave one ; thus you are “ other ” than your neighbour, (c) The third sense is that which is found in mathematics.1’ Therefore everything in relation to everything else is called either “ other ” or *' the same ” ; that is, in the cuse of things of which unity and being ave predicated; for “ other ” is not the 1 contradictory of “ the. same,” and so it is not predicated of non-existent things (they are called “ not the same ”), but it is predicated of all tilings which exist; for whatever is by nature existent and 'one is either one or not one with something else.
“ Other ” and “same,” then, «re opposed in this i>itr«r<mon. way; but “difference”® is distinct from “other-
19
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τὰ μέν γάρ erepov καί ου έτερον ούκ ανάγκη εἶναι ns τινι erepov παν γάρ η erepov η ταύτό on αν ή ον to δέ διάφορον τινός τινι διάφορον, ὥστε ανάγκη rairo τι εἶναι ω διαφέρουσιν. rovro δέ τὰ αύτό ye'vos η είδος· παν γὰρ τό διάφορον διαφέρει ή γένει ή εἴδὲι, γένει μέν ὥν μη ion κοινή ή ϋλη μηδέ γένεσις els άλληλα, οἶον όσων άλλο σχήμα κο τής κατηγορίας, «τἴδὲι δὲ ὥν τό αύτό γένος (λέγεται δέ γένος δ άμφω τό αυτό λέγονται κατά την ούσίαν τὰ διάφορα).	Τὰ S’ εναντία διάφορα,
και ή έναντίωσις διαφορά τις. ότι δέ καλώς τούτο υποτιθέμεθα, δήλον εκ τής επαγωγής· πάντα γάρ διαφέροντα1 φαίνεται και ταντα, ου μόνον έτερα 35 δντα, άλλα τὰ μέν τὰ γένος έτερα, τὰ δ’ εν τί) 1066 a αυτή συστοιχία τής κατηγορίας, ωστ εν ταύτώ γένει και ταύτά τφ γένει.3 διώρισται δ* εν άλλοις ποια τω γένει ταύτά η έτερα.
IV. Ἑ77ιι δέ διαφέρειν ενδέχεται άλλήλων τά διαφέροντα πλεΐον και έλαττον, ἔστι τις και μεγίστη β διαφορά, καί τούτην λέγω εναντίωσιν. δτι δ’ η μεγίστη εστι διαφορά, δηλον εκ της επαγωγής, τά μέν γάρ γένει διαφέροντα ούκ έχει' οδον εις άλληλα, ὰλλ1 απέχει πλέον και ασύμβλητα· τοι? 8 εἴδβι διαφέρονσιν οἱ γενέσεις εκ των ενάντιων εισιν φς εσχάτων, τό δι των εσχάτων διάστημα μέγιστόν,
1 Βιαφέροντά τε EJ: διαώέροντά τι Bomtz. a είὅει EJ.
* V. xxviii. 4.
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ness.” Vot that which is “ other ” than something 8 else need not be other in a particular respect, since everything which is existent is either “ other ” or “ the same.” But that which is different from something is different in some particular respect, so that that in which they differ must be the same sort of thing ; i.e. the same genus or species. For every- 9 thing which is different differs either in genus or in species—in genus, such things as have not common matter and cannot be generated into or out of each oilier, e.g. things which belong to different categories ; and in species, such things as are of the same genus (genus meaning that which is predicated of both the different things alike in respect of their substance).
The contraries “ are different, and contrariety is a 10 kind of difference. That this is rightly premissed is Contrartot}. made clear by induction ; for the contraries are obviously all different, since they are not merely “ other," but some are other in genus, and others are in the same line of predication, and so are in the same genus and the same in genus. We have distinguished elsewhere 6 what sort of things are the same or other in genus.
IV.	Since things which differ can differ from one Contrariety another in a greater or less degree, there is a certain StSm™”1 maximum difference, and this I call contrariety.
That it ife the maximum difference is shown by induction. For whereas things which differ in genus have no means of passing into each other, and are more widely distant, and are not comparable, in the case of things which differ in species the contraries are the extremes from which generation takes place ; and the greatest distance is that which is between 2 the extremes, and therefore also between the con-
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ίο ὥστε· καί το των εναντίων, άλλα μην τό γε μέγιστον εν έκάστιρ γένει τέλ«ον. μέγιστόν τε γάρ οΰ μη εστιν υπερβολή, καί τελείου ου μή έστω ἔξω λαβεΐν τι Βυνατόν τέλος γάρ εχει ή τελεία διαφορά, ώσπερ καί τάλλα τα> τέλος εχειν λέγεται τέλεια, τον δὲ ΐΛ τέλους ούθέν ἔξω· έσχατον γάρ εν παντϊ καί περιέχει. διό ούδέν έξω του τέλους, ουδέ προσδεΐται ούδενός τὰ τέλ«ιον. "Οτι μεν οΰν ή εναντιόχης έστί διαφορά τέλειος, εκ τούτων δήλον πολλαχώς δέ λεγομένων τών εναντίων, ακολουθήσει τό τελείως ούτως ώς αν καί τό εναντίοις είναι ύπάρχη αύτοΐς. •jo Τούτων δέ δντων φανερόν ότι ου κ ενδέχεται ένϊ πλείω εναντία εΐναι (ούτε γάρ του εσχάτου εσχατω -τερον εΐη αν τι, ούτε του ενός διαστήματος πλείω δυοΐν έσχατα), όλως τε ει ἔστιν ή έναντιότης διαφορά, ή δέ διαφορά δυοΐν, ώστε καί ή τέλειος.
’Ανάγκη δέ καί τούς άλλους όρους αληθείς εΐναι τών εναντίων, καί γάρ πλεΐστον διαφέρει ή τέλειος 25 δι αφορά (τών τε γάρ γένει διαφερόντων ουκ ἔστιν έξωτέρω λαβεΐν και τών εΐδει- δέδεικται γάρ ότι προς τα έξω τοΰ γένους ούκ ἔστι διαφορά, τούτων δ’ αυτή μεγίστη), καί τὰ εν τω αύτώ γένει πλεΐστον διαφέροντα εναντία (μεγίστη γάρ διαφορά τούτων 30 ή τέλειος), καί τὰ εν τω αύτώ δεκτικφ πλεΐστον διαψέροντα εναντία1 (ή γάρ ύλη ή αυτή τοΐς έναν-
1 τάναντία E'J.
METAPHYSICS, Χ. κ, 2-ιί
trnries. But in every class the greatest tiling is complete. For (a) that is greatest which cannot be exceeded, and (6) that is complete outside which nothing proper to it cun be found. For complete difference implies an end, just as all other things are called complete because they imply an end. And 3 there is nothing beyond the end ; for in everything the end is the last thing, and forms the boundary.
Thus there is nothing beyond the end, and thnt winch is,complete lacks nothing.
from this argument, then, it is clear that contrariety is maximum difference ; and since we speak of contraries in various senses, Ihe sense of completeness will vary in accordance with the sense of contrariety which applies to the contraries.
This being so, evidently one thing cannot have 4 more than one contrary (since there cun be nothing Ouo thing more extreme than the extreme, nor cun there be more than two extremes of one interval); and in mu· congeners! this is evident, if contrariety is difference, rary' and difference (and therefore complete difference) is between two things.
The other definitions of contraries must, also be fi true, for (i.) complete difference is the maximum difference ; since (a) we cau find nothing beyond it, whether things differ in genus or in species (for we have shiftt’n that difference in relation to tilings outside the genus is impossible ; this is the maximum difference between them); and (δ) the things which differ most in the same genus are contraries; for complete difference is the maximum difference between these, (ii.) The things which differ most a in the same receptive material are contraries; for contraries have the same matter, (iii.) The most 23
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τίοις), i<cd τὰ υπό τήν αυτήν δύναμιν κλειστόν διαφέροντα- και γάρ ή επιστήμη περί εν γένος ή μία, εν οΐς ή τελεία διαφορά μεγίστη. ΤΙρώτη δέ έναντίωσις έξις και στέρησις ἔστιν ■ ον κάσα δὲ 35 στέρησις (πολλαχως γάρ λέγεται ή στέρησις), ὰλλ’ ήτις αν τελεία ή. τὰ δ’ άλλα εναντία κατά ταϋτα λεχθήσεται, τὰ μεν τω έχειν, τὰ δὲ τω ποιεΐν ή ποιητικά είναι, τα δὲ τω λήφεις εἶναι και άπο-βολαϊ τούτων ή άλλων εναντίων, ει δή άντίκειται loss b μεν άντίφασις και στέρησις καί έναντιότης καί τὰ προς τι, τούτων δὲ πρώτον άντίφασις, άντιφάσεως δέ μηδέν ἔστι μεταξύ, των δε εναντίων ενδέχεται, δτι μεν οι) ταντόν άντίφασις καί τάναντία δήλον ή δέ στέρησις άντίφασις τις ἔστιν* ή γάρ το δ αδύνατον δλως έχειν, ή δ αν πεφυκδς έχειν μη εχη, εστέρηται ή δλως ή πώς άφορισθέν πολλαχως γάρ ήδη τούτο λέγομεν, ώσπερ διήρηται ήμΐν εν άλλοις. ωστ’ ἔστιν ή στέρησις άντίφασις τις ή αδυναμία διορισθεΖαα ή συνειλημμένη τω δεκτικφ, διὰ άντιφάσεως μεν ούκ ἔστι μεταξύ, στερήσεως δέ ίο τινός έστιν ἴσον μεν γάρ ή ούκ ίσον πσ,νΓ ίσον δ* ή άνισον ον παν, ὰλλ’ εϊπερ, μόνον εν τω δεκτικφ του ίσου, ει δή αἱ γενέσεις rjj ύλη εκ των εναντίων, γίγνονται δέ ή εκ του €ἴδον? καί τής τον είδους έξεως ή εκ στερήσεως τινος του είδους καί τής
° This is not a proper example of privation. Of V, xxii.
METAPHYSICS, Χ. iv. o-io
different things which come under the same faculty are contraries ; for one science treats of one class of things, in which complete difference is the greatest.
“ Positive state " and “ privation " constitute 7 primary contrariety—not every form of privation Primary (for it has several senses), but any form which is 0Qntrariety' complete. All other contraries must be so called with respect to these ; some because they possess these, others because they produce them or are productive of them, and others because they are acquisitions or losses of these or other contraries.
Now if the types of opposition are contradiction, 8 privation, contrariety and relation, and of these Πιο farms or the primary type is contradiction, and an inter- °i,l’0ilttlon· mediate is impossible in contradiction but possible between contraries, obviously contradiction is not λι «Hon. the same as contrariety; and privation is a form of contradiction ; for it is either that which is totally fl incapable of possessing some attribute,® or that which would naturally possess some attribute but does not, that suffers privation—either absolutely or in some specified way. Here we already have several meanings, which we have distinguished elsewhere.6 Thus privation is a kind of contradiction or incapacity which is determinate or associated with the receptive material. This is why although there is no inter- 10 mediate Ίη contradiction, there is one in some kinds of privation. For everything is either equal or not equal, but not everything is either equal or unequal; if it is, it is only so in the case of a material which admits of equality. If, then, processes of material generation start from the contraries, and proceed either from the form and the possession of the form, or from some privation of the form or shape, clearly 25
ARISTOTLE
μορφής, δήλον on ή μεν εναντίωσις στέρησις αν 16 τις εϊη πάσα, ή δέ στέρησις ϊσως ου πάσα εναν-τιότης. αίτιον δ* οτ ι πολλαχώς ενδέχεται εστερή· σθαι το εστερημενον εξ ὥν γὰρ αἱ μεταβολαϊ εσχάτων, εναντία ταΰτα. Φανερόν δὲ και διὰ της επαγωγής, ττασα γάρ εναντίωσις εχει στερησιν θάτερον1 των εναντίων, ὰλλ’ ούχ ομοίως πάντα· 20 άνισότης μεν γάρ ίσότητος, άνομοιότης δε όμοιότη-τος, κακία δε αρετής, διαφέρει δέ ώσπερ εἴρητοί· το μεν γάρ εάν μόνον ή εστερημενον, τό δ’ εάν ή ποτέ ή έν τινι, οἶον οίν εν ηλικία τινι ή τω κυρία), ή πάντη. διά των μεν ἔσπ μεταξύ, και ἔστιν ούτε αγαθός άνθρωπος ούτε κακός, των δέ ούκ ἔστιν, 25 ὰλλ’ ανάγκη εἶναι ή περιττόν ή άρτιον, ἔτι τὰ μεν εχει τό υποκείμενον ώρισμένον, τὰ δ’ ον. ώστε φανερόν οτι αει θάτερον των εναντίων λεγεται κατά στερησιν άπόχρη δέ καν τὰ πρώτα και τὰ γένη των εναντίων, οἶον τό εν και τὰ πολλά· τὰ γάρ άλλα εις ταΰτα ανάγεται.
so V. Ἑ77-ει δέ εν ενι1 εναντίον, απόρησειεν αν τις πώς άντίκειται τό εν καί τὰ 7τολλὰ και τό ἴσον τω μεγάλιρ και τψ μικρω. ει γάρ τὰ8 πότερον αει εν άντιθέσει λέγομεν, οἶον πότερον λευκόν ή μέλαν, και πότερον λευκόν ή ού λευκόν (πότερον δέ ανθρω-86 πος ή λευκόν ου λέγομεν, εάν μή εξ ύποθέσεως καί ζητοΰντες, οἶον πότερον ήλθε Κλεών ή Σωκράτης· ὰλλ’ ούκ ανάγκη εν ούδενι' γένει τούτο, αλλά και τοΰτο εκεΐθεν ελήλυθεν· τὰ γάρ αντικείμενα μόνα
1 θατίρου EJ.	2 ivl έατιν EJ.
ti yap τό Ab yp. E Alexander (?): τό yip EJ.
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all eontraricly must be a form of privation, although presumably not all privation is contrariety. This 11 is because that which suffers privation may suffer it in several senses ; for it is only the extremes from which changes proceed that are contraries.
This can also be shown by induction. Every contrariety involves privation as one of its contraries, but not always in the same way : inequality involves the privation of equality, dissimilarity that of similarity, evil that of goodness. And the differences are 12 as we have slated : one case is, if a thing is merely deprived ; another, if it is deprived at. a certain time or in a certain part—e.g. at a certain age or in the important part—or entirely. Hence in some cases there is an intermediate (there are men who arc neither good nor bad), and in others there is not—a thing must be either odd or even. Again, some have 13 a determinate subject, and others have not. Thus it is evident, that one of a pair of contraries always has a privative sense ; but it is enough if this is true of the primary or generic contraries, e.g. unity and plurality ; for the others can be reduced to them.
V.	Since one thing has one contrary, it might be asked in what sense unity is opposed to plurality, witiTopposi-and the equal to the great and to the small. For if we always use the word “ whether ” in an antithesis of “equal·' —e.g., “"whether it is white or black,” or “ whether ^Br0llter” it is white or not ” (but we do not ask “ whether it "smaller." is a man or white,” unless we are proceeding upon some assumption, and asking, for instance, whether it was Cleon who came or Socrates. This is not a 2 necessary disjunction in any class of things, but is derived from the use in the case of opposites—for it is only opposites that cannot be true at the same 27
ARISTOTLE
ούκ ενδέχεται άμα ύπαρχε ιν φ και ένταΰθα χρηται lose . έν τφ πότερος ηλθεν « γὰρ <χμα ένεδέχετο, γελοίον τὰ iρώτημα, el δέ καί ούτως, ομοίως εμπίπτει els άντίθεσιν, els το εν η πολλά, οἶον πάτερου άμφό-repoι ήλθον ή άτερος)—«ἱ δή έν rots άντικειμενοις αει του ττοτέρον ή ζητησις, λέγεται δέ πάτερου λ μεΐζον η ελαττον, ή ἴσον, τι'ϊ ἔστιν ή άντίθεσις πρός ταΰτα τοϋ ίσου ; ούτε γάρ θατέρω μένω εναντίον οΰτ άμφοΐν τί γάρ μάλλον τω μεΐζον ι ή τω ελατ-τον ι ; ἔτι τ φ άνίσω εναντίον το ίσον· άστε πλείο-σιν ἔσται ή ἔνι'. ει δὲ τὰ άνισον σημαίνει το αύτο ίο άμα άμφοΐν, εΐη μιν αν αντικείμενου άμφοΐν και η απορία βοηθεΐ τοΐς φάσκουσι το άνισον δυάδα εΐναι. άλλα συμβαίνει ev δυοΐν εναντίον δπερ αδύνατον.
’Ἔτι τὰ μεν ΐσον μεταξύ φαίνεται μεγάλου καί μικροΰ, εναντίωσις δέ μεταξύ ούδεμία1 ούτε φαίνεται ούτε εκ τοϋ ορισμού δυνατόν ον γάρ αν εϊη τελεία μεταξύ τινος οδσα, άλλα μάλλον ι* ἔχει αει εαυτης τι μεταξύ. Αείττεται δη η ως άπόφααιν άντικεΐσθαι η ώς στέρησιν. θατερου μεν δη ονκ ενδέχεται· τί γάρ μάλλον τοϋ "μεγάλου ή μικρόν ; άμφοΐν άρα άπόφασις στερητική, διά και προς άμφότερα το πάτερου λέγεται, πρός δε θάτερον ου, οἶον πάτερου μεΐζον η ίσον, η πάτερου
Λ Held by the Platonists. Of XIV. i. 4, S.
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time—and we have this same use here in the question “ which of the two came ? ” for if both alternatives were possible, the question would be absurd; bot even so the question falls into an antithesis : that of “ one ” or “ many ”—i.e., “ -whether both came, or one ”)—if, then, the question “ whether ” is always 3 concerned with opposites, and we can ask “ whether it is greater or smaller, or equal,” what is the nature of the antithesis between “ equal ” and “ greater or, smaller ” ? It is contrary neither to one only, nor to both : for (a) it is no more contrary to the greater than lo the smaller ; (6) “ equal ” is contrary to “ unequal,” and thus it will be contrary to more than one thing ; (c) if “ unequal ” means the same 4 as both " greater ” and “ smaller ” at the same time,
“ equal ” must still be opposed to them both. This difficulty supports the theory 9 that “ the unequal ” is a duality. But the result is that one thing is contrary to two ; which is impossible.
Further, it is apparent that “ equal ” is inter- 5 mediate between " great ” and “ small,” but it is not apparent that any contrariety is intermediate, nor can it be, by definition; for it could not be complete if it were the intermediate of something, but rather it always has something intermediate between itself and the other extreme.
It remains, then, that it is opposed either as negation or as privation. Now it cannot be so opposed to one of the two, for it is no more opposed to the great than to the small. Therefore it is a β privative negation of both. For this reason we say “ whether ” with reference to both, and not to one of the two—e.g., “ whether it is greater or equal,” or “ whether it is equal or smaller ”; there are
ARISTOTLE
20	ἴσον ή ἔλαττον άλλ' άεί τρία, ου στέρησις δέ εξ ανάγκης· ου γάρ παν ἴσον ο μη μεΐζον η ἔλαττον, άλλ' έν οΐς πέφυκεν εκείνα. Ἔστι δή τὰ ίσον το μήτε μέγα μήτε μικρόν, πεφυκός δὲ ή μέγα ή μικρόν εΐναι· και άντίκειται άμφοϊν ως άπόφασις στερητική, διό καί μεταξύ ἔστιν, καί τὰ μήτε ίο αγαθόν μήτε κακόν άντίκειται άμφοϊν, άλλ’ ανώνυμον πολλαχώς γάρ λέγεται έκάτερον καί ονκ ἔστιν εν τὰ δεκτικόν, άλλα μάλλον τὰ μήτε λευκόν μήτε μέλαν. εν δε ούδέ τούτο λέγεται, άλλ’ ώρι-σμένα πως τα χρώματα έφ' <5ν λέγεται στερητικώς so ή άπόφασις αυτή- ανάγκη γάρ ή φανόν ή ωχρόν εΐναι ή τοιοϋτόν τι άλλο.	°Ωστε ούκ όρθώς
επιτιμώσιν οἱ νομίζοντες ομοίως λέγεσθαι πάντα, ώστε εσεσθαι υποδήματος καί χειρός μεταξύ τὰ μήτε υπόδημα μήτε χεΐρα, επείπερ1 καί τὰ μήτε άγαθόν μήτε κακόν τον αγαθόν καί τοΰ κακού, ώς S3 πάντων έσομένον τινός μεταξύ. ούκ ανάγκη δε τούτο συμβαίνειν. ή μέν γάρ αντικειμένων ανν-απόφασίς έστιν ὥν ἔσπ μεταξύ τι καί διάστημά τι 1056 b πέφνκεν είναι· των δ’ ούκ ἔστι διαφορά· εν άλλω γάρ γένει ὥν αἱ συναποφάσεις, ώστ ονχ έν τό ύποκείμενον.
VI.	’Ομοίως δέ καί περί τοΰ ενός καί των πολλών άπορήσειεν αν τις. ει γάρ τὰ πολλά τὥ ένί β απλώς άντίκειται, συμβαίνει ένια άδάνατα. τό γάρ εν ολίγον ή ολίγα ἔσται· τὰ γάρ πολλά καί τ οΐς 1 etirep E.
30
Cf ui. 8.
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always three alternatives. But it is not a necessary privation ; for not everything is equal which is not greater or smaller, but only tilings which would naturally have these attributes
The equal, then, is that which is neithei great nor 7 small, but would naturally be either great or small; and it is opposed to both as a privative negation, and therefore is intermediate between them. And that which is neither good nor bad is opposed to both, hut it Jias no name (for each of these terms lias several meanings, and there is no one material which is receptive of both); that which is neither white nor black is better entitled to ;i name, although even this 8 has no single name, but the colours of which this negation is privatively predicated are to a certain extent limited ; for it must be either grey or buff or something similar.
Therefore those persons are wrong in their criticism 0 who imagine that all terms are used analogously, so that that which is neither a shoe nor a hand will be intermediate between “ shoe ” and “ hand,” because that which is neither good nov bad is intermediate between good and bad—as though there must be an intermediate in all cases; but this does not necessarily follow. For the one is a joint negation 10 of opposites where there is an intermediate and a natural interval; but in the other case there is no question of difference, since the joint negation applies to things which are in different genera, and therefore the substrate is not one.®
VI.	A similar question might be raised about τι»» onpmi. “ one ” and ‘‘ many.” For if “ many ” is absolutely "one" to opposed to “one,” certain impossibilities result."™11*'” (1) One will be few ; for “ many ” is also opposed to 31
ARISTOTLE
ολίγο is άντίκε ιται. ἔτι τὰ δδο πολλά, εϊπερ το διπλάσιαν πολλαπλάσιον, λέγεται δέ κατά1 τα, δυο8, ὥστε τό Ιν ολίγον προς τί γάρ πολλά τὰ δυο ει μή προς ἔν τε καί τό όλίγον; ούθεν γάρ εστιν ίο ἔλαττον. ἔτι εΐ* ὥ? έν μήκει τὰ μακράν καί βραχύ, ούτως εν πλήθει το πολύ καί ολίγον, και ο αν $ πολύ και πολλά, και τὰ πολλά πολύ (el μη τι άρα διαφέρει έν συveχeΐ εύορίστιρ), το όλίγον πλήθος τι ear αι, ώστε το Ιν πλήθός τι, εἴπερ και ολίγον· ιδ τοΰτο δε ανάγκη, ει τά δύο πολλά, άλλ’ ίσιος"τα πολλά λέγεται μέν πως και [τό]4 πολύ, ὰλλ’ ως διαφέρον, οἶον ύδωρ πολύ, πολλά δ’ ου. ὰλλ’ όσα διαιρετά, εν τούτοι? λέγεται, ένα μεν τρόπον έάν ή πλήθος εχον υπεροχήν ή απλώς ή π ρος τι (και το όλίγον ωσαύτως πλήθος εχον έλλειφιν), το δέ 20 ως αριθμός, δ και ανήκε ιται τω ενί μόνον, όντως γάρ λέγομεν εν ή πολλά, ώσπερ ει τις εΐποι εν καί ένα ή λευκόν καί λευκά, καί τὰ μεμετρημένα προς το μέτρον [καί το μετρητόν].' ούτως καί τα πολλαπλάσια λέγεται· πολλά γάρ έκαστος ό° αριθμός ότι ένα και ότι μετρητός ένί έκαστος, καί ώς-26 τὰ αντικείμενου τφ ένί, ού τω όλίγω. ούτως μεν οΰν έστί πολλά καί τὰ δύο, ως δε πλήθος εχον ύπεροχην ή πρός τι ή απλώς ονκ έστιν, αλλά πρώτον, ολίγα δ’ απλώς τά δύο· πλήθος γάρ ἔστι? έλλειφιν εχον πρώτον (διό καί ούκ όρθώς άπέστη Άναξ-
1 καί Α·1.	* ίι>0 διπλάσια ΑΚ
3 om. Abl’ Alexander.
* τΑ om. Alexander, sed. Bonitz.
5 Jaeger.	* t om. reec.
« i.e., a fluid, which cannot be described as “ many.”
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“ few.” (2) Two will be many; since “ twofold ” 2 is “ manifold,” and “ twofold ” is derived from two. Therefore one will be few ; for in what relation c.rm two be many if not in relation to one, which must therefore be few ? for there can be nothing less. (3) If “ much ” and “ little ” are in plurality what “ long ” and “ short ” are in length, and if whatever is “ much ” is also “ many,” and “ many ” is " much ” 3 (unless indeed there is a difference in the case of a plastic continuuma), “few” will be a plurality. Therefore one will be α plurality, if it is few ; and this necessarily follows if two is many. Presumably, however, although “many " in a sense means “ much,” there is a distinction e.g., water is called “ much ” but not “ many." To all things, however, 4 which are divisible the term “ many ” is applicable : in one sense, if there is a plurality which involves excess either absolutely or relatively (and similarly “ few ” is a plurality involving defect); and in another in the sense of number, in which cose it is opposed to “ one ” only. For we say “ one or many ” just as if we were to say “ one and ones,” or “white thing and white things,” or were to compare the things measured with the measure. Multiples, too, are spoken of in this way ; for every 5 number is “ many,” because it consists of “ ones,” and because every number is measurable by one ; and also as being the opposite of one, and not of few. In this sense even two is many; but as a plurality involving excess either relatively or absolutely it is not many, but the first plurality. Two is, however, absolutely few; because it is the first plurality involving defect (hence Anaxagoras b β • Of I. lii. 9.
ARISTOTLE
1056	b.	.	.	. t Λ /	/	« ν
αγορας ειπων on ομου παντα χρήματα ήν απειρα so καί πλήθει καί μικρότητι· ἔδὲι δ’ είπεΐν αντί του " καί μικρότητι ” " καί όλιγότητι ”· ου yap απειρα), έπεί το ολίγον ού διὰ το ἔν, ώσπερ rives φασιν, ὰλλὰ διὰ τὰ δύο. Άντίκειταί δή τό ἔν καί τὰ πολλά τὰ έν άριθμοΐς ώς μέτρον μετρητω· ταΰτα δε ως τα πρός τι, δσα μη καθ' αυτά των 80 προς τι. διήρηται δ’ η μιν εν άλλοι? οτι δίχως λέγεται τα πρός τι, τα μεν ως εναντία, τα δ’ ω?
1057	λ επιστήμη προς επιστητόν, τω λέγεσθαι τι άλλο πρός
αυτό.	Τὰ δέ εν έλαττον εΐναι τινός, οἶον τοΐν
δυοΐν, ουδόν κωλύει· ου γάρ ει ελαττον και ολίγον, το δε πλήθος οἶον γένος έστί τοΰ αριθμού· ἔστι γάρ αριθμός πλήθος ενί μετρητόν, καί άντίκειταί ι πως τὰ εν καί αριθμός, ούχ ως εναντίον, «λλ* ώσπερ εϊρηται των πρός τι ενια· ή γάρ μέτρον, το δέ μετρητόν, ταύτη άντίκειταί. διό ου παν δ αν ή εν αριθμός ἔστιν, οἶον ει τι αδιαίρετόν ἔστιν. ομοίως δέ λεγομένη ή επιστήμη πρός τὰ επιστητόν ούχ ομοίως άποδίδωσιν δόζειε μεν γάρ αν μέτρον ίο ή επιστήμη εΐναι, τὰ δέ έπιστητόν τό μετρούμενον, συμβαίνει δὲ επιστήμην μεν πάσαν επιστητόν εΐναι, τό δὲ επιστητόν μη παν επιστήμην, ότι τρόπον τινά ή επιστήμη μετρεΐται τω έπιστητω. Τό δέ πλήθος ούτε τω όλίγφ εναντίον, ὰλλὰ τοντψ
α *e. “ and then the absurdity of his view would have been apparent, for,” etc. Aristotle assumes that Anaxagoras meant “ smallness ” (μικμύτηι) to be the opposite of “ multitude ” (ιτληβο;) i but he meant just what he said— that the particles of which tilings consist are infinitely many 34
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was not right in leaving the subject by saying “ nil things were together, infinite both in multitude Anil in smallness ” ; instead of “ in smallness ” he should have said “ in fewness,” “ for things cannot be infinite in fewness), since fewness is constituted not by one, as some hold, but by two.
In the sphere of numbers “ one ” is opposed to 7 " many ” as the measure to the measurable, i.e., as relative terms are opposed which are not of their own nature relative. We have distinguished elsewhere b that things are called “ relative ” in two senses—either as being contraries, or ns knowledge is related to the knowable, A being related to Β because Β is described in relation to A.
There is no reason why one should not be fewer 8 than something, e.g. two ; for if it is fewer it is not therefore few. Plurality is, as it were, a genus of number, since number is a plurality measurable by one. And in a sense one and number are opposed ; not, however, as being contrary, but as we have said some relative terms to be ; for it is qua measure and measurable that they are opposed. (Hence not 9 everything which is one is a number—e.g., a thing which is indivisible.) But although the relation between knowledge and the knowable is said to be similar to this, it turns out not to be similar. For it would seifem that knowledge is a measure, and the knowable that which is measurable by it; but it happens that whereas all knowledge is knowable, the knowable is not always knowledge, because in a way knowledge is measured by the knowable.0
Plurality is contrary neither to the few (whose 10
and infinitely small. See Bowman in Class. Review xxx. 42-44.	* V. xv. 8, 9.	1 Of ch. i. 19.
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1067 a	,	,
μλν τὰ -πολύ ώς ύπερέχον -πλήθος ΰπερεχομενφ it πλήθει, ο ire τω ένι -πάντως- ὰλλὰ τὰ μέν ώσπερ εϊρηται, οτι διαιρετόν τό δ' αδιαίρετον, τό δ ως ττ ρος τι, ώσπερ ή επιστήμη επιστητό), εαν ή αριθμός τό δ’ εν μέτρον.
VII.	Ἑττει δέ των εναντίων ενδέχεται εΐναί τι μεταξύ και ενίων ἔστιν, ανάγκη εκ των ενάντιων 20 εΐναι τὰ μεταξύ- πάντα γὰρ τὰ μεταξύ εν τω αντώ γενει εστϊ και ὥν έστι μεταξύ, μεταξύ μεν )>αρ ταΰτα λέγομεν εις όσα μεταβάλλειν ανάγκη πρότερον τό μεταβάλλον οἶον από της υπάτης επϊ -την νήτην ει μεταβαίνοι τφ όλιγίστω, ήξει πρότερον εις τούς μεταξύ φθόγγους- και εν χρώμασιν 25 ει [ήξει]1 εκ του λευκόν εις τό μέλαν, πρότερον ήξει είς τό φοινικοϋν καί φαων ή εις τό μέλαν ομοίως δέ καί επί των άλλων, μεταβάλλειν 8* εξ άλλου γένους είς άλλο γένος ούκ εστιν άλλ* ή κατά αυμ-βεβηκός, οἶον εκ χρώματος εις σχήμα, ανάγκη άρα τα μεταξύ και αντοΐς καί ὥν μεταξύ είσίν έν πο τφ αντφ γένει είναι. ’Αλλά μήν πάντα γε τὰ μεταξύ εστιν αντικειμένων τινών εκ τούτων γαρ μόνων καθ' αύτά ἔστι μεταβάλλειν. διό αδύνατον εΐναι μεταξύ μη αντικειμένων εϊη γαρ αν μεταβολή καί μή εξ αντικειμένων, των δ’ αντικειμένων άντιφάσεως μεν ούκ ἔστι μεταξύ (τοΰτο γάρ εστιν Bi άντίφασις, άντίθεσις ής ότψοΰν θάτερον μόριον πάρεστιν, ούκ έχούσης ούθέν μεταξύ), τὥν δέ λοστών τὰ μεν πρός τι, τα δέ στέρησις, τὰ δέ 1 Christ.
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real contrary is the many, as an excessive plurality to an exceeded plurality) nor in all senses to one ; but they are contrary in one sense (as has been said) as being the one divisible and the other indivisible ; and in another as being relative (just as knowledge is relative to the knowable) if plurality is a number and one is the measure.
VII.	Since there can be, and in some cases is, an intermediate between contraries, intermediates must be composed of contraries ; for all intermediates are in the same genus os the things between which they are intermediate. By intermediates we mean those things into which that, which changes must first change. E.g., if we change from the highest string to the lowest by the smallest gradations we shall first come to the intermediate notes; and in the case of colours if we change from white to black we shall come to red and grey before we come to black ; and similarly in other cases. But change 3 from one genus into another is impossible except accidentally ; e.g., from colour to shape. Therefore intermediates must be in the same genus as one another and as the things between which they are intermediate.
But all intermediates are between certain opposites, for it is only from these per se that change is possible. Hence there can be no intermediate between things 4 which are not opposites; for then there would be change also between things which are not opposites. Of things which are opposites, contradiction has no intermediate term (for contradiction means this : an antithesis one term of which must apply to any given thing, and which contains no intermediate term) ; of the remaining types of opposites some
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εναντία έστἱν. των δέ π ρος τι οσα μή όναντία ούκ εχει μεταξύ, αἴτιον δ’ ότι ούκ εν τω αύτφ 1057 b γίνει εστίν τί γάρ επιστήμης *αἱ επιστητού μεταξύ; ὰλλὰ μεγάλου και μικρόν- ει δ’ ἔστιν εν ταντω γίνει τὰ μεταξύ, ώσπερ δεδεικται, και μεταξύ εναντίων, ανάγκη αυτά συγκεΐσθαι εκ τούτων των εναντίων, ή γάρ ἔσται τι γένος 6 αυτών, ή ούθεν. καί ει μεν γένος ἔσται όντως ωστ εΐναι πρότερον τι των εναντίων, αἱ διαφορα'ι πρότεραι εναντίαι ἔσονται αἱ ποιήσασαι τὰ εναντία είδη ως γένους· εκ γάρ τοΰ γένους και των διαφορών τὰ είδη. οἶον εΐ το λευκόν και μέλαν εναντία, ἔστι δέ το μεν διακριτικόν χρώμα τό δε ίο συγκριτικόν χρώμα, αυται αι διαφοραί τό διακριτικόν και συγκριτικόν πρότεραι· ώστε ταΰτα εναντία άλλήλοις πρότερα. ὰλλὰ μήν τά γε εναντία)? διαφεροντα μάλλον εναντία, και τά λοιπά και τὰ μεταξύ εκ τοΰ γένους ἔσται καί των δια-φορών οἶον οσα χρώματα τοΰ λευκοΰ καί μελανός 15 ἔστι μεταξύ, ταΰτα δει εκ του γόνους λέγεσθαι (ἔστι δε γόνος τὰ χρώμα) και εκ διαφορών τινών. αυται δε ούκ ἔσονται τὰ πρώτα όναντία· ει δε μη, ἔσται έκαστον ή λευκόν ή μόλον, ετεραι άρα* μεταξύ άρα των πρώτων εναντίων α5ται “ἔσονται, αἱ πρώται δε διαφοραί τό διακριτικόν καί συγ-20 κριτικόν, ώστε ταΰτα πρώτα ζητητόον οσα εναντία μή εν γόνει, εκ τίνος τά μεταξύ αυτών. ανάγκη γάρ τὰ εν τφ αύτώ γόνει εκ τών άσυνθότων
• This is Plato’s definition. Cf Tima&ue 67 D, e.
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are relative, others privative, and others contrary. Those relative opposites which are not contrary 6 have no intermediate. The reason for this is that they are not in the same genus—for what is intermediate between knowledge and the knowable ?— but between great and small there is an intermediate. Now since intermediates are in the same genus, as has been shown, and are between contraries, they must be composed of those contraries. For the contraries must either belong to a genus or not. And if there is a genus in such a way that it is some- 6 thing prior to the contraries, then the differentiae which constitute the contrary species (for species consist of genus and differentiae) will be contraries in a prior sense. E.g., if white and black arc con- 7 traries, and the one is a penetrative n and the other a compressive colour, these differentiae, “ penetrative ” and “ compressive,” are prior, and so are opposed to each other in a prior sense. But it is the 8 species which have contrary differentiae that are more truly contraries; the other, i.e. intermediate, species will consist of genus and differentiae. E.g., nil colours which are intermediate between white and black should be described by their genus (i.e. colour) and by certain differentiae. But these differentiae 9 will not be the primary contraries ; otherwise everything will be either white οι· black. Therefore they will be different from the primary contraries. Therefore they will be intermediate between them, and the primary differentiae will be " the penetrative ” and “ the compressive.” Thus we must first investigate the contraries which are not contained in a genus, and discover of what their intermediates are composed. For things which are in the same genus 10
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τω γίνει συγκεΐσθαι ή άσύνθετα etvau. τὰ μίν ουν εναντία άσύνθετα εξ ὰλλήλων, ὥστ6 άρχαι' τὰ δέ μεταξύ ή πάντα η ούδίν. εκ δε των εναντίων 26 γίγνεταί τι, ώστ ἔσται μεταβολή είς τοΰτο πρϊν ή είο αυτά· εκατέρου γάρ καί ήττον ἔσται καί μάλλον, μεταξύ άρα ἔσται *αἱ τοΰτο των εναντίων. καί τάλλα άρα πάντα σύνθετα τα μεταξύ· το γάρ τον μεν μάλλον του δ’ ήττον σύνθετόν πωs εξ εκείνων ὥν λέγεται εἶναι τον μέν μάλλον τον δ’
• ήττον. επεί δ’ ο ι) κ: ἔστιν ετερα πρότερα ομογενή eo τὥν «ναντιων, άλταντ’ ὰν έκ των εναντίων ενη τὰ μεταξύ, ώστε καί τα κάτω πάντα, καί τάναντία ■ καί τα μεταξύ, εκ των πρώτων έναντίων ἔσονται. οτι μεν ούν τα μεταξύ ἔν τε ταύτω γένει πάντα καί μεταξύ Εναντίων καί σύγκειμαι εκ των εναντίων πάντα,1 δήλον.
it VIII. Τὰ δ’ ετερον τω εϊδει tivos τι ετερον ἔστι, καί δει τοΰτο άμφοΐν^ύπάρχειν οἶον ει ζφρν ετερον τω' εϊδει, άμφω ζώα. ανάγκη άρα εν γίνει τφ αύτψ είναι τὰ ετερα τφ εϊδει. τό γάρ τοιοΰτον im Α'γόνος καλώ, δ* άμφω εν ταύτό λέγεται, μη κατά σνμβεβηκό$ ἔχον δια φοράν, εἴθ’ ais ρλη ον εϊτ
'1 Άπαντα Ab.	« <S Abi φ Bekker.
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must either be composed of differentiae which are not compounded with the genus, or be incomposite. Contraries are not compounded with one another, and are therefore first principles ; but intermediates are either all incomposile or none of them. NW from the contraries something is generated in such a way that change will reach it before reaching the contraries themselves (for there must be some-tiling which is less in degree than one contrary and greater than the other). Therefore this also will be intermediate between the contraries. Hence all the 11 other intermediates must be composite ; for that which is greater in degree than one contrary and less than the other is in some sense a compound of the contraries of which it is said to be greater in degree than one and less than the other. And since there is nothing else homogeneous which is prior to the contraries, all intermediates must be composed of contraries. Therefore all the lower 12 terms, both contraries and intermediates, must be composed of the primary contraries. Thus it is clear that intermediates are all in the same genus, and are between contraries, and are all composed of contraries.
VIII.	That which is “other in species” than The meaning something else is “ other ” in respect of something ; s^0!^"rin and that’something must apply to both. E.g., if an animal is other in species than something else, they must both be animals. Hence things which are other in species must be in the same genus. The sort of tiling I mean by “ genus ” is that in virtue of which two things are both called the same one thing ; and which is not accidentally differentiated, whether regarded as matter or otherwise. For not 2 41
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α'λλω?. ου μόνον γάρ δεΐ τὰ κοινόν ύπάρχειν, οἶον άμφω ζφα, ὰλλὰ καί 'έτερον εκατερω τούτο αυτό τό ζφον, οἶον τὰ μεν ίππον το δέ άνθρωπον 6 διὰ1 τούτο τό κοινόν έτερον ὰλλήλων ἔστι τω ei8ei. ἔσται δή καθ’ αντὰ τό μέν τοιονδί ζφον τό δέ τοιονδί, οἶον τὰ μεν ίππος τό δ' άνθρωπος, ανάγκη άρα τήν διαφοράν ταύτην ετερότητα τον γένους είναι (λέγω γάρ γένους διαφοράν ετερότητα ή έτερον ποιεί τοΰτο atWo), εναντίωσις τοίνυν ἔσται αυτή. Βήλον δε καί εκ τής επαγωγής. ίο πάντα γάρ διαιρείται τοΐς άντικειμενοις, καί ότι τάναντία εν ταύτφ γίνει, δεδεικται· ή γάρ εναν-’ τιότης ήν διαφορά τελεία, 'ή δε διαφορά ή είδα πάσα τινός τι· ώστε τοΰτο τό αυτό τε καί γένος ίπ άμφοΐν (διό καί εν τή αυτή συστοιχία, πάντα τα εναντία τής κατηγορίας, όσα εϊδει διάφορα και μη 15 γίνει, έτερά τε ὰλλήλων μάλιστα1 τελεία γάρ η διαφορά, καί άμα άλλήλοις ού γίγνεται)· ή άρα διαφορά εναντίωσις εστιν. Τοΰτο άρα εστί τό έτεροις είναι τφ εϊδει, τό εν ταύτφ γίνει οντα ίναντίωσιν ἔχειν άτομα οντα (ταύτά δε τφ εϊδει, όσα μή έχει ίναντίωσιν άτομα οντα)· εν γάρ τή 20 διαιρέσει καί εν τοι? μεταξύ γίγνονται εναντιώσεις πριν είς τὰ άτομα ελθεΐν. ώστε φανερόν ότι προς 1 iti recc. * •
•	Aristotle does not use induction to prove his point; indeed he does not prove it at all.
•	In ch. iv.
•	Or “ category.”
Λ i.e., indivisible species and individuals.
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only must the common quality belong to both, e.g., that they are both animals, but the very animality of each must be different.; e.g., in one case it must, he equinity and in the other humanity. Hence the common quality must for one be other in species than that which it is for the other. They must be, then, of their very nature, the one this kind of animal, and the other that; e.g,, the one a horse and the other a man. Therefore this differ- 3 ence must be 11 otherness of genus ” (I say “ otherness of genus ” because by “ difference of genus ”
I mean an “ otherness ” which makes the genus itself other) ; this, then, will be a form of contrariety. This is obvious by induction.® For all differentiation is by opposites, and we have shown 6 that contraries are in the same genus, because contrariety was shown to be complete difference. But difference in species is always difference from something in respect of something ; therefore this is the same thing, i.e. the genus, for both. (Hence, too all contraries 4 which differ in species but not in genus are in the same line of predication,' and are other than each other in the highest degree ; for their difference is complete, and they cannot come into existence simultaneously.) Hence the difference is a form of contrariety.
To be *' other in species," then, means this : to be in the same genus and involve contrariety, while being indivisible (and “ the same in species ” 5 applies to all things which do not involve contrariety, while being indivisible); for it is in the course of differentiation and in the intermediate terms that contrariety appears, before we come to the indivisibles.1* Thus it is evident that in relation C
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1058 * ro καλοΰμενον1 γένος οΰτε ταυτόν οΰτε έτερον τφ εΐδει ούθέν ἔστι των ως γένους ειδών (προσηκόντως2’ ή γάρ ΰλη άποφάσει δηλοΰται, τό δὲ γένος ΰλη οΰ λέγεται γένος, μη ως τό των ΊΙρακλειδων, 25 ὰλλ’ ως το εν τη φύσει), ουδέ προς τα μη έν ταύτψ γένει, ὰλλὰ διοίσει τ φ γένει εκείνων, εΐδει δέ των εν ταύτφ γένει. εναντίωσιν γάρ ανάγκη είναι τήν διαφοράν οΰ διαφέρει είδε ι · αΰτη δ’ υπάρχει το ϊς έν ταντω τω γένει οδοί μόνοις.
IX.	‘Απορήσείε δ’ αν τις διά τί γυνή άνδρός ούκ so «ἴδει διαφέρει, εναντίον του θήλεος και του άρρενος οντος, της δε διαφοράς έναντιώσεως· ούδέ ζφον θήλυ καί άρρεν έτερον τφ εΐδει, καίτοι καθ‘ αυτό του ζφου αυτή ή διαφορά καί ούχ ως λευκότης ή μελανία, ὰλλ’ ή ζφον καί τὰ θήλυ καί το άρρεν ύπάρχει. ἔστι δ’ ή απορία αυτή σχεδόν ή αύτή ββ καί διά τί ή μεν ποιεί τω εΐδει έτερα έναντίωσις, ή δ* ον, οἶον τό πεζόν καί τό τττερωτόν, λευκότης δε καί μελανία ου. ή δτι τὰ μεν οικεία πάθη τοΰ 10581) γένους, τὰ δ’ ήττον; καί επειδή ἔστι τό μεν λόγος τό δ’ νλη, οσαι μεν έν τω λόγω είσίν εναντιότητες εΐδει ποιοΰσι διαφοράν, οσαι δ’ εν τφ αννειλημ· μένω τη ΰλη ού ποιοΰσιν. διό ανθρώπου λευκότης ου ττοιεΐ οΰδβ μελανία, ούδε του λευκόν ’ανθρώπου β ἔστι διαφορά κατ είδος προς μέλανα άνθρωπον, ούδ’ αν δνομα εν τεθή. ώς νλη γάρ 6 άνθρωπος,
1 καλούμενον Ον Ab: καθόλου Ον υβΐ κατηγορούμενον Bonitz.
* προσηκόντων 3Τ.
Of V. xxviii. 1.
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to what is called genus no species is cither the same or other in species (and this is as it should be, for the matter is disclosed by negation, and the genus is the matter of that of which it is predicated as genus; not in the sense in which we speak of the genus or clan of the Heraclidae,a but as we speak of a genus in nature) ; nor yet in relation to things which are not in the same genus. From the latter it will differ in genus, but in species from things which are in the same genus. For the difference of things which differ in species must be a contrariety ; and this belongs only to things which are in the same genus.
IX. The question might be raised as to why woman does not differ in species from mail, seeing "othonugs that female is contrary to male, and difference is m "P™™"'1 contrariety; and why α female and a male animal are not other in species, although this difference belongs to “ animal ” per se, and not as whiteness or blackness does ; “ male ” and “ female ” belong to it qua animal. This problem is practically the same 2 as " why does one kind of contrariety (e.g. “ footed ” and “ winged ”) make things other in species, while another (e.g. whiteness and blackness) does not ? ” The answer may be that in the one cose the attributes are peculiar to the genus, and in the other they are less so ; and since one element is formula and the other matter, contrarieties in the formula, produce difference in species, but contrarieties in the concrete whole do not. Hence the whiteness 3 or blackness of a man does not produce this, nor is there any specific difference between a white man and a black man; not even if one term is assigned to each. For we are now regarding “ man ” as
45
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ου ποιεί δέ διαφοράν ή ύλη· ονδ’1 άνθρωπον γὰρ εϊδη είσ'ιν οἱ άνθρωποι διὰ τούτο, καίτοι erf ρα ι αι σάρκες και τὰ οστά εξ ὥν όδ« καί ἱδὲ· ὰλλὰ τό σύνολον έτερον μεν, ειδει δ’ ούχ έτερον, ότι έν τω ίο λόγ<£> οΰκ ἔστιν έναντίωσις · τούτο δ’ ἔστι το έσχατον άτομον. ό δέ Καλλίο? ἔστιν ό λόγο? /iera της ϋλης· και ό λευκάς δή άνθρωπος οτι Καλλίοε λευκάς’ κατά συμβεβηκός οΰν ό άνθρωπος λευκός, ουδέ χαλκούς δη κύκλος και ξύλινος, ούδέ τρίγωνον χαλκοΰν καί κύκλος ξύλινος, ον διά την ύλην ι» εἴδὲι διαφέρουσιν, ὰλλ’ οτι εν τω λόγω ενεστιν έναντιωσ ις.
Π ότερον S’ η ύλη ου ποιεί έτερα τω ειδει, οδσά πως ετερα, ή ἔστιν ως ποιεί; διὰ τί γάρ όδϊ ό Ίππος τουδι (του)® ανθρώπου έτερος τω ειδει; καίτοι συν τη ύλη οι λόγοι αυτών, η οτι ενεστιν εν τω λόγω έναντίωσις; και γάρ τοΰ λευκού ανθρώπου και μελανός Ίππον, και ἔστι γε 20 εΊΒει, ὰλλ’ ούχ ή ό μεν λευκός 6 δέ μελας, επει καί ει άμφω λευκά ήν, ομοίως αν ήν εΊδει ετερα. Τό δέ άρρεν και θήλυ τού ζώου οίκεΐα μεν πάθη, ὰλλ’ ου κατά τήν ουσίαν ὰλλ’ εν τή ύλη καί τω σώματι. διό τό αυτό σπέρμα θήλυ ή άρρεν γίγνεται παθόν τι πάθος.
2β Τι μεν ούν έστι τό τω ειδει έτερον είναι, και διά τί τὰ μέν διαφέρει ειδει τὰ δ’ ου, εϊρηται.
1 ούδ1 J: σΰίέν : ούκ E,	* Ross.
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matter, anil matter does not produce difference ; and for this reason, loo, individual men are not species uf “ man,” although the flesh and bones of which this and that man consist are different. The concrete whole is “ other,” but not “ other in species,” because there is no contrariety in the formula, and this is the ultimate indivisible species. But Callias is 4 definition and matter. Then so too is “ white man,” because it is the individual, Callias, who is white. Hence “ man ” is only white accidentally. Again, a bronze circle and a wooden one do not differ in species ; and a bronze triangle and a wooden circle differ in species not because of their matter, but because there is contrariety in their formulae.
But does not matter, when it is “ other ” jn a δ particular way, make things “other in species”? Probably there is a sense in which it does. Otherwise why is this particular horse “ other in species ” than this particular man, although the definitions involve matter ? Surely it is because there is contrariety in the definition, for so there also is in “ white man ” and " black horse ” ; and it is a contrariety in species, but not because one is white and the other black ; for even if they had both been white, they would still be “ other in species.”
“ Male *’ and “ female ” are attributes peculiar to β the animal, but not in virtue of its substance ; they are material or physical. Hence the same semen ■’	' if some modification, become
We have now stated what “ to be other in species ” means, and why some things differ in species and others do not.
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Χ. 'Επειδή δὲ τὰ έναντίο έτερα τω εΐδει, τό δέ φθαρτόν και το άφθαρτον έναντίο (στέρησις γάρ αδυναμία διωρισμένη), ανάγκη έτερον εἶναι τω γεν ει τό φθαρτόν και το άφθαρτον. νΰν μεν ούν Μ έ·η·’ αυτών είρήκαμεν των καθόλου ονομάτων, ὥστβ δόξειεν αν ούκ άναγκαΐον εΐναι ότιοΰν άφθαρτον και φθαρτόν έτερα εΐναι τω εΐδει, ώσπερ ουδέ λευκόν καί μέλαν, τὰ γὰρ ρυτό ενδέχεται είναι καί άμα, εάν ή των καθόλου, ώσπερ ό άνθρωπος ειη αν καί λευκός καί μέλας, καί των καθ' έκαστον ειη γάρ 86 αν μη άμα ό αυτός λευκός καί μέλας· καίτοι εναντίον τό λευκόν τω μέλανι. αλλά των εναντίων τὰ μεν κατά συμβεβηκός υπάρχει ένίοις, οΐον καί a τὰ νΰν ε ψημένα καί άλλα πολλά, τὰ δέ αδύνατον, ὥν έστί καί τό φθαρτόν καί τό άφθαρτον ούδέν γάρ εστι φθαρτόν κατά συμβεβηκός· τό μεν γάρ συμβεβηκός ενδέχεται μη ύπάρχειν, τό δὲ φθαρτόν των έζ ανάγκης υπαρχόντων ἔστιν οΐς υπάρχει· η ι εσται τ αυτό καί έν φθαρτόν καί άφθαρτον, ει ενδέχεται μη ύπάρχειν αυτω τό φθαρτόν, η την ουσίαν άρα η εν τη ουσία ανάγκη ύπάρχειν τό φθαρτόν εκάστω των φθαρτών. ό δ’ αύτός λόγος καί περί του άφθάρτον των γάρ έζ ανάγκης ύπαρχόντων άμφω. fj άρα καί καθ' δ πρώτον το μέν φθαρτόν τό δ’ άφθαρτον, έχει αντίθεαιν, ώστε ανάγκη γένει έτερα εΐναι. φανερόν τοίνυν δτι ουκ ενδέχεται εΐναι εϊδη τοιαΰτα οἶα λέγουσί τινες· ἔσται γάρ καί άνθρωπος ό μέν φθαρτός ό δ’ α- •
• It appears that in this chapter (apart from § 5, which may be α later addition) the terms efios and ytvos are used in a non-technical sense. Of Ross on 10δ8 b 28.
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Χ. Since contraries are other in form,1* find “ the M perishable ’’ aud ” imperishable ’’ are contraries (foi· Ι",* privation is a definite incapacity), " the perishable ” must be “ other in kind ” than “ the imperishable.” i»ri But so far ive have spoken only of the universal terms ; Ull“ and so it might appear to be unnecessary that anything perishable and imperishable should be “ other in form,” just as in the case of white and black. Foi 2 the same thing may be both at thu same time, if it is a universal (e.g., “man” may be both white and black) ; and it may still be both if it is a particular, for the same person may be white and black, although not at the same time. Yet white is contrary to black.
But although some contraries (e.g. those which we 3 have just mentioned, and many others) can belong to certain things accidentally, others cannot; and this applies to " the perishable ” and “ the imperishable.” Nothing is accidentally perishable ; for that which is accidental may not be applicable ; but perishability is an attribute which applies necessarily when it is applicable at all. Otherwise one and the same thing will be imperishable as well as perishable, if it is possible for perishability not. to apply to it. Thus perishability must be either the 4 substance or in the substance of every perishable thing. The same argument also applies to the imperishable ; for both perishability and imperishability are attributes which are necessarily applicable. Hence the characteristics in respect of which and in direct consequence of which one thing is perishable and another imperishable are opposed; and therefore they must be other in kind. Thus it is obvious 6 that there cannot be Forms such as some thinkers maintain; for then there would be both a perishable VOL. IIE	49
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φθαρτος, καίτοι τω e'iSei ταύτά λέγεται elvαι τα €ιδη τοΐς τισι και ούχ ομώνυμα· τα δὲ yevei ere ρα ττλεΐον διέστηκίν η τα e’iSei.
α i.e., the individual man is perishable and the Idea of man imperishable ; and these must be other in kind {yiva nontechnical). Rut the Platomsts hold that the Idea is the same
50
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and an imperishable “man.”" Yet the Forms are said to be the same in species as the particulars, and not merely to share α common predicate with them ; but tilings which are other in genus differ more widely than things which are other in species.
in species as the particular. This it. impossihlp if it is other in genus (yivei technical).
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Ι. "Οτι μέν ή σοφία, περί άρχάς επιστήμη τις ἔστι, δήλον έκ των πρώτων εν ots Βιηπόρηται προς 2ο τὰ ίοτ·ὰ τὥν άλλων είρημενα περί των αρχών απόρησειε δ’ αν η? πότερον μίαν ΰπολαβεΐν εἶναι δει την σοφίαν επιστήμην ή πολλά?. εἶ μέν γὰρ μίαν, μία γ’ ἔστιν αει των εναντίων αι δ’ άρχαι ούκ εναντίαι. ει δέ /ιή /ιίο, ποίο? Sei θεΐναι ταντας;	"Eτι τὰ? αποδεικτικός άρχάς θεωρησαι
26	μιας ή πλειόνων; el μιν γὰρ μιας, τί μάλλον ταντης ή όποιασοΰν; ει 8ε πλειόνων, ποιας δεΐ ταντας θεΐναι; Ἔτι πότερον πασών των ούσιών ή οϋ; ει μεν γάρ μή πασών, ποιων χαλεπόν απο-δοθναι· ει δέ πασών μία, άδηλον πώς ένδεχεται πλειόνων την αυτήν επιστήμην εΐναι. Ἔτι πότε -eo ρον περί τάς ούοίας μόνον ή και τα συμβεβηκότα1 ; ει γάρ περί γε τα συμβεβηκότα άπόδειξίς ἔστιν, π ερι τάς ούσίας ούκ ἔστιν ει δέ έτερα, τις εκατερα και πάτερα σοφία; ή2 μεν γάρ άπο·
1 συμβεβηκότα άτόδειξί! όσην EJ Alexander: om. Ab. * ή ... fi Luthe ·. ft ... it codd.
0 I. Ui.-x.	* * Cf III. i. s, ii. 1-10.
• Of III. i. S, ii. 10-15, where the problem takes a slightly different form.
* Of III. i. 6, ii. 16-17.
‘ Of III. i. 8-10, ii. 18-19.
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I.	That Wisdom is a science of first principles is clear from our introductory remarks,0 m which we raised objections to the statements of other thinkers about the first principles. It might be asked, how-
o)· as more than one.6 If as one, it may be objected that the objects of one science are always contraries ; but the first principles are not contraries. And if it is not one, what sort of sciences are ν
e ?
ipose
t the province of one science, οι· of more 2 than one, to study the principles of demonstration ?0 If of one, why of it rather than of any other ? And if of more than one, of what sort are we to suppose them to be ?
Again, are we to suppose that Wisdom deals with all substances or not ? ** If not with all, it is hard to lay down with what kind it does deal; while if there is. one science of them all, it is not clear how the same science can deal with more than one subject.
Again, is this science concerned only with sub-3 stances, or with attributes as well ? e For if it is a demonstration of attributes, it is not concerned with substances ; and if there is a separate science of each, what is each of these sciences, and which of them is Wisdom ? Qua demonstrative, the science of attri-
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δεικτική σοφία ή περί τὰ συμβι
iv rots φυσικοΐς είρημένας αιτία? τήν επιζητον-μένην* έπιστήμην θετέον ούτε γάρ περί τ6 ου ένεκεν τοιοϋτον γάρ τὰ αγαθόν, τοϋτο 8’ εν rots πρακτοΐς υπάρχει καί rots οδοί ν έν κινήσει· και τοϋτο πρώτον κινεί (τοιοϋτον γάρ το τέλος), το δὲ πρώτον κίνησαν ουκ ἔστιν εν τοΐς άκινητοις. ἔλω? δ’ απορίαν έχει ττότερόν ποτε περί τάς αισθητά? ούσίας έστιν ή ζητούμενη νυν επιστήμη ή ου, περί δέ τινας έτέρας. ει γάρ περί άλλας, η περί τα είδη εϊη αν ή περί τα μαθηματικά, τὰ μεν γάρ είδη οτι ονκ ἔστι, δήλον όμως Be απορίαν έχει, καν εΐναί τις αύτά θή, διά τί ποτ ούχ ώσπερ επί τών μαθηματικών, ούτως έχει και επί των άλλων ὥν έστιν είδη· λέγω δ8 οτι τὰ μαθηματικά μεν μεταξύ τε τών ειδών τιθέασι και τών αισθητών οἶον τρίτα τινὰ παρά τὰ είδη τε καί τὰ δεΰρο, τρίτος δ’ άνθρωπος αύκ έστιν αύδ’ ίππος παρ' αυτόν τε καί τούς καθ’ έκαστον ει δ’ αν μή εστιν ως λέγουσι, περί ποια θετέον πραγματεύεαθαι τον μαθηματικόν; ού γάρ δη περί τὰ δεΰρο· τούτων γάρ ούθέν έστιν οἶον αι μαθηματικοί ζητοΰσι τών επιστημών, ουδέ μήν περί τὰ μαθηματικά ή ζητούμενη νυν έστιν έπιστήμη · χωριστόν γάρ αυτών ούθέν. άλλ' ούδέ τών αισθητών ουσιών φθαρτοί γάρ.
1 j) . . . ί . . . Luthe: ή . . . icodd.
is πο technical sense here; cf I. ix. 4,
τὰ πρώτα ή τών ούσιών.
1 £ητονμ4ι/ηι> EJ.
» Cf III. i. 7, ii. 20-30.
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butcs appeal's to be Wisdoih ; but qua concerned with that which is primary, the science of substances.
Nor musL we suppose that the science which we are 4 seeking is concerned with the causes described in the Physics.11 It is not concerned with the final cause; for this is the Good, and this belongs to the sphere of action and to things which are in motion ; and it is this which first causes motion (for ihe end is of this nature) ; but there is no Prime Mover in the sphere of immovable things. And in general it is a difficult 5 question whether the science which we are now seeking is concerned with sensible substances, or not with sensible substances, but with some other kind b If with another kind, it must be concerned either with the Forms or with mathematical objects. Now clearly the Forms do not exist. (But nevertheless, even if we posit them, it is a difficult question as to why the same rule does not apply to the other things of which there are Forms as applies to the objects of mathematics. I mean that they posit the objects of 6 mathematics as intermediate between the Forms and sensible things, as a third class besides the Forms and the things of our world ; but there is no " third man or “ horse ” besides the Ideal one and the particulars. If on the other hand it is not as they make out, what sort of objects are we to suppose to be the concern of the mathematician ? Not surely the things of our world ; for none of these is of the kind which the mathematical sciences investigate.1) Nor indeed is the science which wc are now seeking 7 concerned with the objects of mathematics ; for none of them can exist separately. But it does not deal with sensible substances either ; for they are perishable.
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in "Ολω? S’ άπορήσειέ τις αν ποιας έστίν επιστήμης το διαπορήσαι περί της των μαθηματικών ύλης, ούτε γάρ της φυσικής, διὰ τό ττ ερι τα ἔχοντα εν αύτοΐς αρχήν κινήσεως και στάσεως την τοΰ φυσικόν ττάσαν είναι πραγματείαν, ουδέ μην της σκοπονσης περί άποδείξεώς τε και 20 επιστήμης· περί γάρ αντο τοΰτο τό γένος τήν ζήτησιν ποιείται, λείπεται τοίνυν την προκειμένην - φιλοσοφίαν περί αυτών την σκεφιν ποιεΐσθαι.
Αιαπορήσειε δ’ αν τις ει δει θεΐναι την ζητούμε-νην επιστήμην περί τὰ? άρχάς, τα καλούμενα υπό τινων στοιχεία· ταυτα δε πάντες ένυπάρχοντα τοΐς 25 αυνθετοις τιθέασιν. μάλλον δ’ αν δό£ειε των καθόλου δεΐν είναι τήν ζητουμένην επιστήμην· πάς γάρ λόγος καί πάσα επιστήμη των καθόλου καί ου των εσχάτων, ώστ εϊη αν οΰτω των πρώτων γενών, ταΰτα δε γίγνοιτ αν τό τε ον και το εν ταΰτα γάρ μάλιστ αν υποληφθείη περιέχειν τα 8<τ οντα πάντα καί μάλιστα άρχαΐς εοικέναι διὰ τὰ είναι · πρώτα ττ} φύσει· φθαρέντων γάρ αύτών συναναιρεΐται καί τα λοιπά· παν1 γάρ ον καί εν. ή δε τάς διαφοράς αύτών ανάγκη μετεχειν ει θήσει τις αυτά γένη, διαφορά δ’ ούδεμία τοϋ γένους μετέχει, τούτη S’ ούκ αν δόξειε δεΐν αυτά τιθέναι 86 γένη ονδ* άρχάς. ἔτι δ’ ει μάλλον Αρχή τὰ άπλούστερον τοΰ ήττον ταιούταυ, τὰ δ* έσχατα των εκ τοϋ γένους άπλούστερα των γενών (άτομα
1 ττ5.ν Ab Alexander (?): τίντα. EJ.
° ΐ-β.» intelligible matter (c/. VII. χ. 18). This problem is not raised in Book III.	‘ Cf III. i. 10, ΜΙ.
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In general the question might be raised, to what science it pertains to discuss the problems concerned with the matter 0 of mathematical objects. It is not 8 the province of physios, because the whole business of the physicist is with things which contain in themselves a principle of motion and rest; nor yet of the science which inquires into demonstration and scientific knowledge, for it is simply this sort of thing which forms the subject, of its inquiry. It remains, therefore, that it is the science which we have set ourselves to find that treats of these subjects.
One might consider the question whether we should 9 regard the science which we are now seeking as dealing with the principles which by some are called elements.6 But everyone assumes that these are present in composite things; and it would seem rather that the science which we are seeking must be concerned with universal, since every formula and every science is of universale and not of ultimate species 5 so that in this case it must deal with the primary genera. These would be Being and Unity ; 10 for these, if any, might best be supposed to embrace all existing things, and to be most of the nature of first principles, because they are by nature primary ; for if they are destroyed, everything else is destroyed ■with them, since everything exists and is one. But 11 inasmuch as, if Being-and Unity are to be regarded as genera, they must be predicable of their differentiae, ■whereas no genus is predicable of any of its differentiae, from this point of view it would seem that they should be regarded neither as genera nor as principles. Further, since the more simple is more nearly a 12 principle than the less simple, and the ultimate subdivisions of the genus are more simple than the 57
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γάρ), τὰ γένη δ5 els εϊΒη πλείω καί Βιαφεροντα διαιρείται, μάλλον αν αρχή δόξειεν that, τὰ είδη των γενών. ή δὲ συναναιρεΐται τοΐς γένεσι τὰ ιοβο» €ἴδι), τὰ γένη rats άρχαΐς εοικε μάλλον' αρχή γάρ τό συναναιροΰν. τὰ μέν οόν τήν απορίαν εχοντα ταΰτα και τοιαΰτ’ εστ'ιν ετερα.
II. Ἔτι πότερον Βει τιθέναι π παρά τὰ καθ’ εκαστα ή ον, άλλα τούτων ή ζητούμενη επιστήμη; β άλλα ταντα άπειρα, τὰ γε μήν παρά τὰ καθ’ εκαστα γένη ή εϊΒη εστίν, άλΧ ούδετερου τούτων ή ζητουμάνη νΰν επιστήμη· διότι γὰ/5 αδύνατον τοΰτο, εϊρηται. καί γάρ δλως απορίαν εχει πότερον Βεΐ τινὰ νπολαβεΐν ούσίαν εΐναι χωριστήν παρά τάς αισθητάς ουσίας καί τάς Βεΰρο, ή ου, αλλά ίο ταϋτ εΐναι τὰ οντα και περί ταντα την σοφίαν ύπάρχειν. ζητεϊν μεν γάρ εοίκαμεν άλλην τινα, καί το προκείμενον τοϋτ ἔστιν ή μιν, λέγω δέ τὰ ιδεΐν ει τι χωριστόν καθ’ αύτο καί μηδενι των αισθητών ύπαρχον. ἔτι δ’ « παρά τάε αισθητός ουσίας ἔστι τις ετερα ουσία, παρά ποιας των ιδ αισθητών δοί τιθέναι ταύτην εΐναι; τί γάρ μάλλον παρά τούς ανθρώπους ή τούς Ιππους ή των άλλων ζφων θήσει τις αυτήν ή καί των άψυχων δλως; τό γε μήν ϊσας τάίς αίσθηταΐς και φθαρταΐς ούσίαις
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genera (because they are indivisible), and the genera are divided into a number of different species, it would seem that species are more nearly a principle than genera. On the other hand, inasmuch as 13 species are destroyed together with their genera, it seems move likely that the genera are principles ; because that which involves the destruction of something else is a principle. These and other similar points are those which cause us perplexity.
II.	Again, ought Λνε to assume the existence of something else besides particular things, or are they the objects of the science which we are seeking ? ° It is true that they are infinite in number ; but then the things which exist besides particulars are genera ον species, and neither of these is the object of the science which we are now seeking. We have explained 6 why this is impossible. Indeed, in general 2 it is a difficult question whether we should suppose that there is some substance which exists separately besides sensible substances (i.e. the substances of our world), or that the latter constitute reality, and that it is with them that Wisdom is concerned. It teems that we are looking for some other ldnd of substance, and that this is the object of our undertaking : I mean, to see whether there is anything which exists separately and independently, and does not appertain to any sensible thing. But again, if 3 there is another kind of substance besides sensible substances, to what kind of sensible things are we to suppose that it corresponds ? Why should we suppose that it corresponds to men or horses rather than to other animals, or even to inanimate objects in general ? And yet to manufacture a set of eternal substances equal in number to those which are
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άϊδίους ετερας κατασκευάζει εκτός των ευλογών δόξειεν αν πίπτειν. ει δέ /χή χωριστής των σωσμάτων ή ζητούμενη νυν ἔστιν αρχή, τινα αν τΐί άλλην θείη μάλλον' τής ϋλης;^ αϋτη ye^ μήν ενεργεία μεν ούκ ἔσπ, δυνάμει δ5 ἔστιν, μάλλον τ’ αν αρχή κυριωτερα ταϋτης δόξειεν^ εἶναι το είδος και ή μορφή· τούτο δέ φθαρτόν, ωσθ' ολως ούκ εστιν άιδιος ουσία χωριστή και καθ’ αυτήν. 25 ὰλλ’ άτοπον· εοικε γάρ και ζητείται^ σχεδόν υπο των χαριεστάτων ως ουσα τις αρχή και ουσία τοιαότιγ πώς γάρ ἔσται τάξις μή τινος οντος άϊδι'ου και χωριστού καί μενοντος; Ἔτι δ’ ει περ ἔστι τις ουσία και αρχή τοιαότη τήν φΰσιν οΐαν νΰν ζητοΰμεν, καί αυτή μία πάντων και ή αύτή των άϊδίων τε και φθαρτών, απορίαν ’έχει διά τί so ποτε τής αυτής αρχής οϋσης τὰ μεν εστιν άΐδια των ύπο τήν αρχήν, τὰ δ’ ούκ αιδια· τούτο γαρ άτοπον. ει δ’ άλλη μεν ἔστιν αρχή των φθαρτών άλλη δέ των άϊδίων, εΐ μέν ὰἱδιο? καί ή των φθαρτών, ομοίως άπορήσομεν· διὰ τί γάρ ούκ άϊδίου τής αρχής οϋσης και τὰ ύπο τήν αρχήν 8δ άΐδια; φθαρτής δ* οϋσης άλλη τις αρχή γίγνεται ταϋτης κάκείνης ετερα, και τοΰτ’ εις άπειρον πρόεισιν.	,	,	,
Ει δ* αΰ τις τάς δοκούσας μάλιστ άρχάς ακινήτους είναι, τό τε ον καί το εν, θήσει, πρώτον 1 θ(1η μάλλον] μάλλον SeLt) Α1'.____________
ο Forms which are induced in matter are perishable, although not subject to the process of destruction ; they an at one time and are not at another (c/. VII. xv. 1). The only pure form (i.e., the only form, which is independent of matter m any and every sense) ia the prime mover (XII. vii.). ‘ Of III. 1. -ia, xv. 11-23.
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sensible and perishable would seem to fall outside the bounds of plausibility. Yet if the principle 4 which we are now seeking does not exist in separation from bodies, what can we suppose it to be if not matter? Yes, but matter does not exist actually, but only potentially. It might seem rather that a more appropriate principle would be form or shape ; but this is perishable e ; and so in general theve is no eternal substance which exists separately and independently. But this is absurd, because il seems β natural that there should be a substance and principle of this kind, and it is sought for as existing by nearly all the most enlightened thinkers. For how can there be any order in the universe if there is not something eternal and separate and permanent ?
Again, if there is a substance and principle of such 0 a nature as that which we lire now seeking, and if it is one for all things, i.e. the same for both eternal and perishable things, it is a difficult question os to why, when the principle is the same, some of the things which come under that principle are eternal, and others not; for this is paradoxical.6 But if 7 there is one principle of perishable things, and another of eternal things, if the principle αι perishable things is also eternal, we shall still have the same difficulty; because if the principle is eternal, why are not the things which come under that principle eternal ? And if it is perishable, it must have another principle behind it, and that principle must have another behind it; and the process -will go on to infinity.
On the other hand, if we posit the principles 8 which seem most unchangeable, Being and Unity,0 1 Of III. i. 13, iv. 24-34.
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μεν ει μη τόδε τι καί ουσίαν έκάτερον αυτών σημαίνει, πώς ἔσονται χωρισταί και καθ’ αύτάς; τοιαύτας δέ ζητοΰμεν τάς άϊδίους τε καί ττρώτας άρχάς. ει γε μην τάδε τι καί ούσίαν έκάτερον αυτών δηλοΐ, πάντ ἔστιν ούσίαι τα ον τα· κατα •πάντων γάρ το ον κατηγορείται, κατ εν ίων δὲ καί το εν. ούσίαν δ’ εἶναι πάντα τα οντα φεΰδος. ἔτι δέ τοΐς τήν 7τρωτήν άρχφν το εν λέγουσι καί τοΰτ ούσίαν, εκ δέ τοΰ ενός καί της ύλης τον αριθμόν γεννώσι πρώτον, καί τούτον ούσίαν φά-σκουσιν εἶναι, πως ενδέχεται το λεγόμενον αληθές εΐναι; την γάρ δυάδα καί των λοιπών έκαστον αριθμών των συνθέτων πώς εν δει νοήσαι; περί τούτου γὰρ ούτε λέγουσιν ούδεν οϋτε ρόδιον είπεϊν.
Εἴ γε αην γραμμας η τὰ τούτων έχόμενα (λέγω δὲ επιφάνειας τάς π ρωτάς) θήσει τις άρχάς, ταϋτά γ’1 ούκ εΐσίν ούσίαι χωρισταί, τομαί δε καί διαιρέσεις αι μεν επιφανειών αι δέ σωμάτων, αἱ δέ στιγμαί γραμμών, ἔτι δέ πέρατα τών αύτών τούτων πάντα δὲ ταΰτα εν αλλοις υπάρχει καί χωριστόν ούδεν ἔστιν, ἔτι πώς ούσίαν νπολαβεΐν εΐναι δει τοΰ ενός καί στιγμής; ούσίας μέν γάρ πάσης γένεσις ἔστι, στιγμής δ' ούκ ἔστιν διαίρεσις γάρ ή στιγμή.
Παρέχει δ’ απορίαν καί τό πάσαν μέν επιστήμην εΐναι τών καθόλου καί τοΰ τοιουδι, την δ’ ούσίαν μή τών καθόλου εΐναι, μάλλον δὲ τάδε τι καί χωριστόν, ὥστ’ ει περί τάς άρχάς εστιν επιστήμη,
1 y yp. J, Bonitz : δ' EJ : yap Ab. * *
* i.e., intelligible surfaces, etc.
* Cf III. 1. 15, v.
κ. which is liable to generation or destruction.
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(α) unless each of them denotes α particular thing and a substance, how can they be separate ana independent ? but the eternal and primary principles for which we are looking are of this nature. (b) If, 9 however, each of them denotes a particular thing and a substance, then all existing things are substances ; for Being is predicated of eve?‘y thing’, and Unity also of some things. But that, all tilings are 10 substances is false, (c) As for those who maintain that Unity is the first principle and a substancef and who generate number from Unity and matter as their first product, find assert that it is a substance, how can their theory be true ? How are we to conceive of 2 and each of the other numbers thus composed, as one F On this point they give no explanation; nor is it easy to give one.
But if we posit lines or the things derived from Π them (I mean surfaces in the primary sense®) as principles,6 these at least are not separately existing substances, but sections and divisions, the former of surfaces and the latter of bodies (and points are sections and divisions of lines); and further they are limits of these same things. All these things are integral parts of something else, and not one of them exists separately. Further, how are we to suppose 12 that there is a substance of unity or a point ? for in the case'of every substance0 there is a process of generation, but in the case of the point there is not; for the point is a division.
It is a perplexing fact also that whereas every science treats of universal and types, substance is not a universal thing, but rather a particular and separable thing ; so that if there is a science that
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πως Set την αρχήν ΰπολαβεΐν ουσίαν είναι; ’Έτι πότερον ἔστι τι παρά τὰ σύνολον η οϋ; λέγω δέ 25 τήν ΰλην καί το μετά ταύτης. el μεν γάρ μη, τα ye iv νλη ‘φθαρτά πάντα· el δ’ ἔστι τι, τὰ εΐδος αν είη καί ή μορφή, τοΰτ οδν επί τίνων ἔστι καί επί τίνων οϋ, χαλεπόν αφορία αι* επ’ ενίων γάρ δήλον ούκ δν χωριστόν τὰ είδος, οΐον οικίας.
Ετι πότερον αἱ άρχαι «ἴδὲι ή αριθμώ αι ανταί; so el γάρ άριθμφ εν,1 πάντ ἔσται ταύτά.
III. ’Επει δ’ ἔστιν ή του φιλοσόφου επιστήμη τοΰ οντος ή ον καθόλου και ου κατά μέρος, το δ ον πολλαχως και ου καθ’ ἔνα λέγεται τρόπον ει μεν οΰν όμωνύμως κατά δε κοινόν μηδέν, ούκ ἔστιν 8G ύπό μίαν επιστήμην (ου γάρ εν γένος των τοιούτων), ει δέ κατά τι κοινόν, εΐη δν ύπο μίαν επιστήμην.
"Έοικε δή τον είρημένον λέγεσθαι τρόπον καθάπερ τό τε Ιατρικόν και υγιεινόν καί γάρ τούτων eKami a τερον πολλαχως λέγομεν, λέγεται δε τοΰτον τον τρόπον έκαστον τω τό μεν προς Ιατρικήν επιστήμην άνάγεσθαί πως, τό δέ πρός νγίειαν, τό δ’ άλλως, πρός ταύτό δ’ έκαστον. Ιατρικός γάρ λόγος καί μαχαίριον λέγεται τω τό μεν από τής ι Ιατρικής επιστήμης είναι, τό δὲ ταύτη χρήσιμον, ομοίως δε καί υγιεινόν τὰ μιν γάρ οτι σημαντικόν ύγιείας, τό δ’ on ποιητικόν, ό δ’ αυτός τρόπος καί επί των λοιπών, τόν αύτόν δη τρόπον καί τό 1 tv om. EJT. * 4
• Gf III. i. 14, vi. 7-9.
4 This section belongs to the problem discussed in §§ 1-5 above.
« Gf III. i. 12, iv. 8-10.
4 This chapter corresponds to TV. i., ii., with which it should be compared.
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deals with first principles, how can \vc suppose that substance is a first principle ? ®
Again, is there anything besides the concrete 13 "whole (I mean the matter and the form in combination) or not ? " If not, all things in the nature of matter are perishable; but if there is something, it must be the form or shape. It is hard to determine in what cases this is possible and in what it is not ·, for in some cases, e.g. that of .a house, the form clearly does not exist in separation.
Again, are the first principles formally or numerically the same ?0 If they are numerically one, all things will be the same.
III.	Since the science of the philosopher is con-cerned with Being qua Being universally,d and not h.u-with some part of it, and since the term Being has ,ι1ι>''"Μ· several meanings and is not used only in one sense,
If it is merely equivocal and has no common significance it cannot fall under one science (for there is no one class in things of this kind) ; but if it has a common significance it must fall under one science.
Now it would seem that it is used in the sense 2 which we have described, like “ medical ” and " healthy,” for we use each of these terms in several senses ; and each is used m this way because it has a. reference, one to the science of medicine, and another to health, and another to something else; but each refers always to the same concept. A diagnosis and a scalpel are both called medical, because the one proceeds from medical science and the other is useful to it. The same is true of 3 “ healthy ” ; one thing is so called because it is indicative, and another because it is productive, of health; and the same applies to all other cases.
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ον άπαν λέγεται- τω γάρ του δοτοί ή ον πάθος η έξις ή διάθεσις ή κίνησις ή των άλλων τι των τοιοντων εἶναι λέγεται έκαστον αυτών ον. έπά δὲ παντός του οντος προς έν τι και κοινόν ή αναγωγή γίγνεται, καί των εναντιώσεων έκαστη προς τά$ πρώτα? διαφοράς καί εναντιώσεις άναχθησεται του οντος, εΐτε πλήθος καί έν εϊθ’ όμοιο της καί άνο-μοιότης αι πρώται του οντος είσί διαφοραί, εϊτ άλλαι τινές- έστω σαν γάρ αΰται τεθεωρημέν αι. διαφέρει δ* ούδέν τήν του οντος άναγωγην προς τό ον η πρός τό έν γίγνεσθαι, καί γάρ ει μη ταύτον άλλο δ’ ἔστιν, αντιστρέφει γε- τό τε γάρ έν καί ον πως, τό τε ον έν.	Έπεί δ’ εστί
τὰ εναντία πάντα της αυτής καί μιας επιστήμης θεωρήσαι, λέγεται δ’ έκαστον αυτών κατὰ στέρησιν (καίτοι γ’ ένια άπορήσειέ τις αν πως λέγεται κατά στέρησιν, ὥν ἔστιν άνά μέσον τι, καθάπερ αδίκου καί δικαίου), περί πάντα δη τὰ τοιαΰτα την στέρησιν δει τιθέναι, μή του ολου λόγου, του τελευταίου δέ είδους· οἶον ει ἔστιν ό δίκαιος καθ’ έζιν τινὰ πειθαρχικός τοι? νόμοις, ού πάντως ό άδικος ἔσται του ολου στερούμενος λόγου, περί δέ τό πείθεσθαι τοΐς νόμοις εκλείπων πη, καί ταύτη ή στέρησις υπάρξει αύτώ· τον αυτόν δὲ τρόπον καί επί των άλλων, καθάπερ δ’ ό μαθηματικός περί τὰ εξ άφαιρέσεως την θεωρίαν ποιείται (περιελών γάρ πάντα τὰ αισθητά θεωρεί, οἶον βάρος καλ κουφότητα καί σκληρότητα καί τουναν-
Of IV. ii. 9 n.
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Now it is in this .same way that everything which exists is stiitl to be ; each tiling is said io be because it is a modification or permanent or temporary state or motion or some other such affection of Being qua Being. And since everything that is can be referred 4 to some one common concept, each of the conlrarieties too can be referred to the primary differentiae and contrarieties of Being—whether the primary differentiae of Being are plurality find unity, or similarity and dissimilarity, or something else ; for we may take them ns already discussed.0 It makes no β difference whether that which is is referred to Being or Unity ; for even if they are not the same but different, they are in any case convertible, since that which is one also in a sense is, and that which is is
Now since the study of contraries pertains to one β and the same science, and each contrary is so called in virtue of privation (although indeed one might λυ οτ, dev in what sense they can be called contraries in virtue of privation when they admit of a middle term —e.g. “ unjust ” and “ just "), in all such cases we must regard the privation as being not of the whole definition but of the ultimate species. E.g., if the just man is “ one who is obedient to the laws in virtue of some volitional state,” the unjust man will not be entirely deprived of the whole definition, but will be “ one who is in some respect deficient in obedience to the laws ” ; and it is in this respect that the privation of justice will apply to him (and'the same holds good in all other oases). And just as the mathematician 7 makes a study of abstractions (for in his investigations he first abstracts everything that is sensible, such as weight and lightness, hardness and its con-
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τίον, ἔτι δέ καί θερμότητα καί φνχρότητα καί τas άλλα?1 αίσθητάς εναντιώσεις, μόνον δέ καταλείπει τὰ ·»τοσὰν καί συνεχές, των μιν έφ' ev των δ’ επί δυο τὥν δ’ επί τρία, και τὰ πάθη τὰ τούτων ή β» ποσά ἔστι και συνεχή, και ου καθ' έτερόν τι θεωρεί, και των μεν τὰ? 7τγ>δο άλληλα θέσεις ιοβι b σκοπεί καί τὰ ταύταις υπάρχοντα, των δέ τὰ? συμμετρίας και άσυμμετρίας,τών δέ τους λόγους, ὰλλ* * όμως μίαν πάντων και την αυτήν τίθεμεν επιστήμην την γεωμετρικήν), τον αυτόν δή τρόπον έχει και περί τὰ ον. τὰ γάρ τουτω συμβεβηκότα β καθ’ όσον ἔστιν ον, και τάς εναντιώσεις αύτοΰ ή ον, ούκ άλλης επιστήμης ή φιλοσοφίας θεωρήσαι. rf) φυσική μεν γάρ ούχ fj όντα, μάλλον ο’ ή κινήσεως μετέχει, τήν θεωρίαν τις άπονείμειεν αν. ή γε μήν διαλεκτική και ή σοφιστική τὥν συμ-βεβηκότων μεν είσι τοΐς ουσιν, ούχ ή δ’ όντα, ίο ουδέ περϊ το ον αυτό καθ' όσον ον ἔστιν, ὥστε λείπεται τον φιλόσοφον, καθ' όσον όντ εστίν, είναι περί τὰ λεχθέντα θεωρητικόν, επε'ι δέ τό τε ον άπαν καθ' έν τι και κοινόν λέγεται πολλαχως λεγόμενον, και τάναντία τον αυτόν τρόπον (εις τάς πρώτος γάρ εναντιώσεις καί διαφοράς του οντος αν-it άγεται), τὰ δέ τοιαΰτα δυνατόν ύπό μίαν επιστήμην είναι, διαλόοιτ’ αν ή κατ’ άρχάς^ απορία λεχθεΐσα, λέγω δ’ έν ή διηπορεΐτο πώς ἔσται πολλών καί διαφόρων όντων τψ γένει μία τις επιστήμη.
IV.	'Έπεϊ δέ vial ό μαθηματικός χρήται τοΐς κοινοΐς ιδίως, καί τάς τούτων άρχάς αν ειη
1 «λλα! Α*> i άλλα! ris EJ Alexander (?).____
° i.e., identity, otherness, etc.	*
• Also the problem stated in ch.
68
’ Ch. ι. 1. i. 3.
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30	θεώρησα ι της πρώτης φιλοσοφίας, ότι γάρ από των ίσων ίσων άφαψεθέντων ίσα τα λειπόμενα, κοινόν μεν εστιν επί πάντων των ποσών, η μαθηματική δ’ άπολαβοΰσα περί τι μέρος της οικείας ύλης ποιείται την θεωρίαν, οἶον περί γραμμάς η γωνίας η αριθμούς ή των λοιπών τι ποσών, ονχ ή 8’ όντα άλλ’ ή συνεχές αυτών έκαστον εφ’ εν ή δύο η τρία· ή δε φιλοσοφία περί των εν μέρει μεν, ή τούτων έκάστω τι1 συμβέβηκεν, ου σκοπεί, περί τό ον δε ή ον των τοιοΰτων έκαστον θεωρεί, τον αυτόν δ’ έχει τρόπον καί περί την φυσικήν επιστήμην ττ} μαθηματική· τα συμβεβηκότα γάρ η so φυσική καί τάς άρχάς θεωρεί τὰ? των όντων η κινούμενα καί ούχ ή οντα. την δέ πρώτην εϊρή-καμεν επιστήμην τούτων εΐναι καθ’ όσον οντα τα υποκείμενά ἔστιν, ὰλλ’ ούχ ή έτερόν τι. διὰ καί ταύτην καί τήν μαθηματικήν επιστήμην μέρη της σοφίας εΐναι θετέον.
V.	Ἔστι δε τις εν τοΐς οΰσιν αρχή περί ψ 88 ον κ ἔστι διεφεΰσθ αι, τούναντίον δέ αναγκαίου αει ποιεΐν, λέγω δέ άληθενειν, οἶον ότι ούκ ενδέχεται »οβ2 a τό αυτό καθ' ένα καί τον αυτόν χρόνον εΐναι καί μή εΐναι, «αἴ τὰλλα τὰ τούτον αυτοί? αντικείμενα τον τρόπον, καί περί τών τοιοΰτων απλώς μεν ούκ ἔστιν άπόδειξις, πρός τόνδε δ’ ἔστιν, ου γάρ ἔστιν εκ πιατοτέρας αρχής αύτοΰ τούτου ποια ήσασθαι συλλογισμόνι’ δει δέ γ’, εϊπερ ἔσται τὰ απλώς άποδεδεΐχθαι. πρός δέ τον λέγοντα τάς 1 τι Τ Bessarion Alexander: τί codd. a riv συλλογισμό!' EJ.
" This chapter corresponds to IV. iii. 1-6, and answers the problem stated in ch. i. 2,
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province of Primary Philosophy to study the principles of these as well.® That when equals are taken 2 from equals the remainders are equal is an axiom meu-common to all quantities ; but mathematics isolates i|h.i,,ic‘'· a particular part of its proper subject matter and studies it separately ; e.g. lines or angles or numbers or some other kind of quantity, but not qua Being, but only m so far as eacli of them is continuous in one, two or three dimensions. But philosophy does not investigate particular things in so far as each of them has some definite attribute, but studies that which is, in so far as eacli particular thing is. The same 3 applies to the science of physics as to mathematics, for physics studies the attributes and first principles of things qua in motion, and not qua Being; but Primary Science, as we have said, deals with these things only in so far as the subjects which underlie them are existent, and not in respect of anything else.
Hence we should regard both physics and mathematics as subdivisions of Wisdom.
V. There is a principle in existing things about ArKiunent which we cannot make a mistake 4 * 6; of which, on the jj contrary, we must always realize the truth—viz. that if Contr*· the same thing cannot at one and the same time be <llcUu" and not be, nor admit of any other similar pair of opposites. Of such axioms although there is a proof ad hominem, there is no absolute proof; because there 2 is no principle more convincing than the axiom itself on which to base an argument, whereas there must be such a principle if there is to be absolute proof.0 But he who wants to convince an opponent who 3
4 This chapter corresponds to IV. iii. 7-iv. 31. § 1 =IV.
iii. 7-12.
« §§ 2-5 = IV. iv. 2-19.
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1002 a
ἀντικειμένας φάσεις τῷ δεικνύντι διότι ψευδός, λη-πτεον τι τοιοΰτον ο ταύτό μέν ἔσται τὥ μη έν-δέχεσθαι ταντο εΐναι «ται μή εἶναι καθ’ ἔνα καί τόν αυτόν χρόνον, μη δόξει δ’ €ἶναι ταύτόν ουτω γὰρ ίο μόνως αν άποδειχθείη προς τον φάσκοντα ένδέ-χεσθαι τὰ? άντικειμένας φάσεις άληθεύεσθαι κατά. του αυτόν, τούς δή μέλλοντας άλλήλοις λόγου κοινωνήσειν δει τι συνιέναι αυτών1· μή γιγνομένου γάρ τούτου πώς ἔσται κοινωνία τούτοι? ντρό? ὰλ-ληλους λόγου; δ εἴ τοίνυν των ονομάτων έκαστον 15 £ἶναι γνώριμον καί δηλοΰν τι, και μη πολλά, μόνον δέ ἔν αν δέ πλείω* σημαίνει, φανερόν ποιαν έή’ θ φέρει τοϋνομα τούτων, ό δή λέγων εἶναι τούτο καί μη εΐναι, τούτο 5’ φησιν ον φησιν, ώσθ' ο σημαίνει τοϋνομα τοΰτ' ου φησι σημαίνειν· τούτο δ’ αδύνατον, ώστ εΐπερ σημαίνει τι τὰ εΐναι τόδὲ, 20 τήν άντίφασιν αδύνατον άληθεύειν κατά του αύτοΰ.* Ἔτι δ’ εἴ τι σημαίνει τοϋνομα κοΧ τοΰτ αληθεύεται, δει τοΰτ εξ ανάγκης εΐναι· τὰ 8* έή ανάγκης ον ούκ ενδέχεται ποτε μη εΐναι· τάς άντικειμένας άρα ούκ ενδέχεται φάσεις5 άληθεύειν κατά τοΰ αύτοΰ. Ἔτι δ’ €ἱ μηθέν μάλλον ή φάσις η η άπόφασις άλη-25 θεύεται, ό λέγων άνθρωπον η ούκ άνθρωπον ούδέν μάλλον αληθεύσει, δόξειε δέ καν οὰχ ἴττττον εἶναι φάσκων τον άνθρωπον η μάλλον η ούχ ήττον ὰλτγ θεύειν η ούκ άνθρωπον, ώστε καί ίππον φιάσκων εΐναι τον αυτόν αληθεύσει· τάς γάρ αντικειμένας
ι αύτύν Alexander, Bessarion: αύτΰν codd.
* r\elonι EJ.	* 6 ίλωί etval EJ.
11 κατά τον αύτοΰ om. Ab. 6 φάτε κ καί άνοφάο-ett EJ.
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makes opposite statements that he is wrong must obtain from him an admission which shall be identical with the proposition that the same thing cannot at one and the same time be and not be, but shall seem not to be identical with it. This is the only method of proof which can be used against one who maintains that opposite statements can be truly made about the same subject. Now those who intend to join in dis- i cussion must understand one another to some extent; for without this how can there be any common discussion between them ? Therefore each of the terms which they use mast be intelligible and signify something ; not several things, but one only ; or if it signifies more than one thing, it must be made clear to which of these the term is applied. Now he who 6 says that A is and is not denies what he asserts, and therefore denies that the term signifies what it does signify. But this is impossible. Therefore if “ to be so-and-so ” has a definite meaning, the opposite statement about the same subject cannot be true.
Again, if the term has α definite significance and β this is truly stated, it must of necessity be so.® But that which of necessity is can never not be. Hence opposite statements about the same subject cannot be true.
Again, if the assertion is no more true than the negation, it will be no more true to say “ A is man ” than to say “ A is not man.” b But it would also be 7 admitted that it is more or at least not less true to say that a man is not a horse than to say that he is not a man ; and therefore, since it was assumed that opposite statements are equally true, it will be true •
• § 6 = IV.iv. 14-16.
6 With this section of IV. iv. 26-SO.
73
ARISTOTLE
ομοίως ήν άληθενειν. συμβαίνει τοίνυν τον αυτόν 90 άνθρωπον είναι καί Ιππον η τών άλλων τι ζφων.
’Απόδειξις μέν οΰν ούδεμία τούτων ἔστιν άπλώς, προς μέντοι τον ταΰτα τιθεμενον άπόδειξις. ταχέως δ’ άν τις καί αυτόν τον ' Ηράκλειτον τούτον ερωτων1 * * 4 * τον τρόπον ηνάγκασεν όμολογείν μηδέποτε τάς άντικειμένας φάσεις δυνατόν είναι κατά των «β αύτών άληθεύεσθαι' νυν δ’ ού συνιεις1 έαυτοΰ τί ποτε λέγει ταντην ελαβε την δόξαν, δλως δ’ ει τ ο λεγόμενον ΰπ αυτοΰ έσύν αληθές, ονδ' αν αύτό 1082 b τοϋτο εϊη αληθές, λέγω δέ τό ένδέχεσθαι τό αυτό καθ' ένα καί τον αυτόν χρόνον είναι τε καί μη εΐναι. καθάπερ γάρ και διηρημένων αύτών ούδέν μάλλον ή κατάφασις η ή άποφασις αληθεύεται, τόν 5 αυτόν τρόπον καί του συναμφοτέρου καί τοΰ συμπεπλεγμένου καθάπερ μιας τινος καταφάσεως οΰσης ούθέν ήττον8 ή άποφασις η τό ολον ως · εν καταφάσει τιθέμενου αληθεύσεταιύ ἔτι δ’ ει μηθέν έστιν αληθώς καταφήσαι, καν αύτό τοϋτο ψευδός εΐη τό φάναι μηδεμίαν άληθη κατάφασιν 10 ύπάρχειν. ει δ’ ἔστι τι, λύοιτ αν τό λεγόμενον υπό τών τα τοιαϋτα ενισταμένων καί παντελώς αν-αιρούντων τό διαλέγεσθαι.
VI.	Παραπλήσιον δέ τοΐς είρημένοις ἔστι καί τό λεχθέν ύπό τοΰ ΪΙρωταγόρου- καί γάρ εκείνος έφη παντων εΐναι χμημάτωιΡ μήτραν ανθρανπον, ονδέν μ έτερον λέγων ή το δοκοΰν έκάστω τοϋτο καί εἶναι
1 έρωτήσαί EJ.	* irvrels EJ.
_* scrips! (mSXXop codd.), ei. Ross, sed mouult retento
μάλλον 1) ante ή transponere.
4 άληθεόοεται Ab: άληΟεύεταε Alexander: άληθέι (<τται EJ.
8 εΐναι χρημάτων] χρημάτων είναι Ab.
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to say that the same person is also «α horse. It follows therefore, that the same person is a man and a hovse, or any other animal.
Thus, although there is no absolute proof of these 8 axioms, there is an ad kominem proof where one’s opponent makes these assumptions.·* Perhaps even Heraclitus himself, if he had been questioned on these lines, would have been compelled to admit that opposite statements can never be true of the same subjects : as it is, he adopted this theory through ignorance of wliat his doctrine implied. In general,® 0 if what lie says is true, not even this statement itself (I mean “ that the same thing can at one and the same time be and not be ”) will be true ; because 10 just as, when they are separated, the affirmation is no more true than the negation, so in the same way, if the complex statement is taken as a single affirmation, the negation will be just as true as the whole statement regarded as an affirmation. And further, Η if nothing can be truly affirmed, then this very statement—that there is no such thing as a true affirmation—will be false. But if there is such a thing, the contentions of those who raise objections of tnis kind and utterly destroy rational discourse may be considered to be refuted.0
VI, Very similar to the views which we have just Criticism of mentioned is the dictum of Protagorasd; for he said that man is the measure of all things, by which ti» Law of he meant simply that each individual’s impressions dictiin"
“ § 8 = IV. iii. 10.
» §§ D-ll =IV. iv. 31.
* Cf IV. viii. 4, 5.
d This chapter forms a summary of IV. v.-viii. §§1-3 = IV. y. 1-5.
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παγίως. τούτου δέ γιγνομενου τα α ντο συμβαίνει και εΐναι καί μή είναι, καί κακόν καί αγαθόν είναι, καί τὰλλα τὰ κατο, τὰ? άντικειμενας λεγάμενα φάσεις, Βία τό πολλάκις τοισδί μεν φαίνεσθαι τόδε εἶναι καλόν τοισδΐ δέ τουναντίον, μέτρον δ* εἶναι τό ιο φαινόμενου εκάστω. λόοιτο S’ αν αυτή ή απορία θεωρήαασι ποθεν ελήλυθεν1 ή αρχή τής υπολήψεως ταύτης. έοικε γὰρ ενίοις μεν εκ τής των φυσιολόγων δόξης γεγενήσθαι, τοΐς δ’ εκ του μή ταντά περί των αυτών άπαντας γιγνώσκειν, άλλα τοισδί μεν ήδυ τάδε φαίνεσθαι τοισδΐ δέ τουναντίον, τό 26 γαρ μηδέν εκ μή οντος γίγνεσθαι, παν 8* εξ οντος, σχεδόν απάντων εστί κοινόν δόγμα των περί φνσεως. επε'ι ουν ου λευκόν γίγνεται λευκού τελόως οντος καί ούδαμή μή λευκού [νυν Se γεγενη-μέναν μή λευκόν],8 γίγνοιτ αν εκ μή οντος λευκού τό γιγνόμενον [μή]* λευκόν ώστε εκ μή οντος so γίγνοιτ αν κατ εκείνους, ει μή υπήρχε λευκόν τό αυτό καί μή λευκόνι’ οι) χαλεπόν δε διαλύειν τήν απορίαν ταύτην εΐρηται γαρ εν τοΐς φυσικοΐς πώς εκ του μή οντος γίγνεται τὰ γιγνόμενα καί πώς εξ οντος.
Τό γε μήν ομοίως προσεχειν ται? δόξαις καί ταΐς φαντασίαις των προς αύτους διαμφισβητουν-86 των εύηθες· δήλον γαρ οτι τούς ετερους αυτών ανάγκη διεφεΰσθαι. φανερόν δέ τουτ iic των 1088 a γ ιγ νο μενών κατά τήν αϊσθηαιν ουδέποτε γαρ τό αυτό φαίνεται τοΐς μεν γλυκύ τοΐς δὲ τουναντίον,
1 4\·ή\υθοι ο 8 λευκέ» . . καί \cuk0v.
ι. Ab Alexander,	8 Bonitz.
καί μ=ή \ιυκ6ν Ab Alexander: μϊ λινκόν . , .
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are positively true. But if this is so, it follows that 2 the same tiling is and is not, and is bad and good, and that all the other implications of opposite statements are true ; because often a given thing seems beautiful to one set of people and ugly to another, and that which seems to each individual is the measure. This difficulty will be solved if we con- 3 sider the origin of the assumption. It seems probable that it arose in some cases from the doctrine of the natural philosophers, and in others from the fact that everyone does not form the same opinion about the same things, but to some a given thing seems sweet and to others the contrary. For that -t nothing comes from what is not, but everything from what is, is a doctrine common to nearly all natural philosophers.0 Since, then,'a thing does not become white which was before completely white and in no respect not-white, that which becomes white must come from what was not-white. Hence according to this theory there would be generation from what is not, unless the same thing were originally white and not-white. However, it is not hard 5 to solve this difficulty. We have explained in the Physics 6 in what sense things which are generated are generated from what is not, and in what sense from what is.
But to attach equal importance to the opinions and impressions of disputing parties is foolish, because clearly one side or the other must be wrong.“ This is evident from what happens in the sphere of 6 sensation j for the same thing never seems to some people sweet and to others the contrary unless one 8
8 Physics I. vii,-ix.
77
ARISTOTLE
μή διεφθαρμένων και λελωβημένων των ετέρων τὰ αισθητήριον και κριτήριον των λεχθέντων χυμών. τούτου δ’ οντος τοιουτου τούς ετέρους μεν ύπολη-ο πτέον μέτρον εἶναι, τού? δ’ ὰλλου?1 οΰχ ΰποληπτέον. ομοίως 8ε τούτο λέγω και επί αγαθόν και κακοϋ, καί καλοΰ καί αίσχροΰ, καί των άλλων των τοι-ούτων. ούδεν γάρ διαφέρει tout’ άξιοΰν ή τὰ φαινόμενα τοΐς υπό τήν σφιν ύποβάλλουσι τον δάκτυλον καί ποιοΰσιν εκ του ενός φαίνεσθαι δυο, δυο δεΐν* * είναι διά τό φαίνεσθαι τοσαϋτα, καί πάλιν ἔν· ίο τοΐς γάρ μή κινονσι την σφιν εν φαίνεται τό έν. ολως δέ άτοπον εκ τον φαίνεσθαι τα δεύρο μετά-βάλλοντα και μηδέποτε διαμένοντα εν τοΐς αύτοΐς, εκ τούτου περί της αλήθειας την κρίσιν ποιεΐσθαι. δει γάρ εκ των αει κατά ταντα εχόντων καί h μηδεμίαν μεταβολήν ποιουμένων τ αληθές θηρεύειν. τοιαδτα δ’ ἔστι τὰ κατά τον κόσμον ταντα γάρ ονχ ότέ μεν τοιάδι πάλιν δ’ άλλοια φαίνεται, ταύτά ο αεί καί μεταβολής ονδεμιάς κοινωνοΰντα. Ἔτι δ’ ει κίνησις ἔστι, καί κινούμενόν τι, κινείται δέ παν έκ τινος καί είς τι* δ«ϊ άρα τὰ κινούμενου 20 €ἶναι εν εκείνφ εξ ου κινήσεται καί ου κ είναι εν αύτφ, καί εις τοδι κινειαθαι καλ γίγνεσθαι έν τούτψ, τό δέ κατά τήν άντίφασιν μή συν-αληθεύεσθαιζ κατ αυτούς, καί ει κατά τό ποσόν συνεχώς τα δεϋρο ρεϊ καί κινείται, καί τις τούτο θείη καίπερ ούκ αληθές ον, διά τί κατά τό ποιόν ον 1 έτέραυί EJ.
* 8ίϊι> JF: δ’ ΕΑ*>: ύ Bessarion, Bonita ι ind. Christ.
3 άληθεΰκτθαί EJ.
*> i.e that the same thins: has contrary qualities.
* §§ 8, 9 (first half) = IV. v. 21, 22.
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(if the parties Las Ihc organ οἶ sense uhich distinguishes tlie said flavours injured or impaired. Such being the case, the one pmly should lie taken as the “ measure,” and the oilier not. And I hold 7 the same in the case of good and bad, and of beautiful and ugly, and of all other such qualities. For to maintain this view11 is just the same as to maintain that what appears to us when we press the finger below the eye and make n thing seem two instead of one must be two because it appears to be so, and then afterwards that it must be one ; because if we do not interfere with our sight that which is one appears to be one. And in general it is absurd to 8 form our opinion of the truth from the appearances of things in this world of ours which are subject to change and never remain in the same statek; for it is by reference to those tilings which are always in the same state and undergo no cliange that we should prosecute our search for truth. Of this kind 9 are the heavenly bodies ; for these do not appear to be now of one nature and subsequently of another, but are manifestly always the same and have no part in change of any kind.
Again, if there is motion there is also something which is moved ; and everything is moved from something and into something. Therefore that which is moved must be in that from which it is to be moved, and must also not be in it; and must be moved into so-and-so and must also come to be in it; but the contradictory statements cannot be true at the same time, as our opponents allege. And if the things of our world are in a state of con-10 tinuous flux and motion in respect of quantity, and we assume this although it is not true, why should
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μενεϊ1; φαίνονται γὰρ ούχ ήκιστα τα κατά τ os 21 αντιφάσεις ταΰτοΰ κατηγορεΐν εκ τοΰ το ττοσόν ύπειληφέναι μη μενειν επί των σωμάτων, διὰ* * και είναι τετράττηχυ το αύτό και ούκ εἶναι, η δ’ ουσία κατά το ποιόν, τοΰτο δέ της ώρισμένης φύσεως, το δὲ ποσόν της αορίστου. Ἔτι διὰ τι προστάττοντος τοΰ ιατρού τοδί το αίτιον προσενέγκασθαι προσ-so φέρονται; τί γάρ μάλλον τούτο άρτος ἔστιν η ούκ ἔστιν; ὥστ’ ούθέν αν διέχοι φαγεΐν η μη φαγεΐν. νυν δ’ ως άληθεύοντες περί αυτό καί οντος τοΰ προσταχθεντός αιτίου τούτου προσφέρονται τοΰτο. καίτοι y ούκ έδει μη διαμενούσης παγίως μηδε-μιας φύσεως έν τοι? αίσθητοΐς, άλλ' αει πασών 85 κινούμενων καί ρεονσών. Ἔτι δ’ ει μεν άλλοιού-μεθα αει καί μηδέποτε διαμένομεν οἱ αυτοί, τί καί θαυμαστόν ει μηδέποθ’ ημΐν ταότὰ φαίνεται loasii καθάπερ τοΐς κάμνουσιν; καί γάρ τούτου διὰ τὰ μη ομοίως διακεΐσθαι την ἔξω «αι δθ* όγίοινον, ούχ ομοι α φαίνεται τὰ κατά τάς αισθήσεις, αν τὰ μιν ούδεμιας διά γε τοΰτο μεταβολής κοινωνοΰντα τὰ αίσθητά, αισθήματα 8’ έτερα ποιοΰντα τοΐς κάμε νουσι καί μή τα αυτά, τον αυτόν δή τρόπον ε^ειν καί τής ε'ψημένης μεταβολής γιγνομένης ισως^ άναγκαΐόν εοτιν· ει δὲ μ^ μεταβάλλομεν άλλ’ οἱ αύτοί διατελοϋμεν οντες, ειη αν τι μένον. ΐΐρος μάν ούν τούς εκ λόγου τάς είρημένas απορίας
1 μο>ιί Richards, Alexander (’): μίνα.
* διά ri EJ.
‘ Cf IV. iv. 39-43.
" With this section cf IV. v. 7-14·.
* With this section cf IV. v. 3, 4, vi. 1-3.
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they not be constant in respect of quality ?a It appears that not the least reason why our opponents predicate opposite statements of the same thing is that they start with the assumption that quantity is not constant in the case of bodies ; hence they say that the same thing is and is not six feet long. But Π essence depends upon quality, and this is of a determinate, whereas quantity is of an indeterminate nature.
Again, when the doctor orders them to adopt some article of diet, why do they adopt it ?b For on their view it is no more true that a thing is bread than that it is not; and therefore it would make no difference whether they ate it or not. But as it is, they adopt a particular food as though they knew the truth about it and it were the food prescribed; yet they ought not to do so if there were no fixed 12 and permanent nature in sensible things and everything were always in a state of motion and flux.
Again, if we are always changing and never remain the same, is it any wonder that to us, as to the diseased, things never appear the same ?c For to 13 the diseased, since they are not in the same physical condition as when they were well, sensible qualities do not appear to be the same ; although this does not mean that the sensible things themselves partake of any change, but that they cause different, and not the same, sensations in the diseased. Doubtless the same must, be true if the change which we have referred to takes place in us. If, however, 14 we do not change but remain always the same, there must be something permanent.
As for those who raise the aforesaid difficulties on dialectical grounds,·* it is not easy to find a solution O	81
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έχοντας ον ρόδιον διαλΰσαι μη τιθέντων τι καί ι η τούτον μηκέτι λόγον1 άπαιτούντων ουτω γάρ πας λόγος και πάσα άπόδειξις γίγνετατ μηδέν γάρ τιθέντες άναιρονσι το διαλέγεσθαι και όλως λόγον, ώστε προς μεν τούς τοιοντους ούκ ἔστι λόγος, προς δέ τούς διαποροΰντας εκ των παραδεδομένων αποριών ρόδιον απαντάν καί διαλύειν τὰ ποιουντα την ίο απορίαν εν αυτοί?· δηλον δ’ εκ των ειρημενων.
“Ωστε φανερόν έκ τούτων ότι ούκ ενδέχεται τάς άντικειμενας φάσεις περί ταύτοΰ καθ* * ένα χρόνον άληθεύειν, ουδέ τὰ ἔναντια, διὰ τὰ λέγεσθαι κατά στέρησιν πάσαν εναντιότητα, δηλον δὲ τοϋτ επ’ αρχήν τούς λόγους άναλύουσι τούς των εναντίων. 'Ομοίως δ’ ουδέ των ανά μέσον οὰδὲν οἶον τε 20 κατηγορεϊσθαι καθ' ενός και του αύτοΰ. λευκού γάρ οντος του υποκειμένου λέγοντες αυτό είναι ούτε λευκόν ούτε μέλαν ψευσόμεθα- συμβαίνει γάρ είναι λευκόν αύτό και μη είναι· θάτερον γάρ των συμ-πεπλεγμένων άληθεύσεται κατ αύτοΰ, τοΰτο δ’ έστίν άντίφασις του λευκοΰ. Ούτε δη καθ' Ηράκλειτον ενδέχεται λέγοντας άληθεύειν, ούτε κατ’
’Αναξαγόραν, ει δέ μη, συμβησεται τάναντία του αΰτοϋ κατηγορείν όταν γάρ εν παντι φη παντός εΐναι μοίραν, ούδέν μάλλον είναι φησι γλυκύ η πικρόν ή των λοιπών όποιανοΰν εναντιώσεων, ε'ίπερ 1 \tryav μηκέτι Ab.
° Of. IV. vi. 10, Π.
4 Of. IV. vii. where, however, the point which is proved is that there can be no intermediate between contradictories. c Of ch. y. 8.
* Of IV, vii. 8-viii. 5.
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which will convince them unless they grant some assumption for which they no longer require an explanation; for every argument and proof is possible only in this wny. If they grant no assumption, they destroy discussion and reasoning in general. Thus there is no arguing with people of this kind; 15 but in the case of those who are perplexed by the traditional difficulties it is easy to meet and refute the causes of their perplexity. This is evident from what has been ah-cady said.
Thus from these considerations it is obvious that 16 opposite statements cannot be true of the same thing at one time ; nor can contrary statements, since every contrariety involves privation. This is clear if we reduce the formulae of contraries to their first principles.0
Similarly no middle term can be predicated of one and the same thing of which one of the contraries is predicated.6 If, when the subject is white, we say 17 that it is neither white nor black, we shall be in error; for it follows that it is and is not while, because the first of the two terms in the complex statement will be true of the subject, and this is the contradictory of white.
Thus we cannot be right in holding the views either of Heraclitus 0 or of Anaxagoras.1* If we could, it 18 would follow that contraries are predicable of the same subject; for when he e says that in everything there is a part of everything, he means that nothing is sweet any more than it is bitter, and similarly with any of the other pairs of contraries; that is,
‘ Anaxagoras. What he really meant was that even the sweetest things contain some bitter particles. Of fr. 11 (Diels) i Burnet, E.G.P. § 129.
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έν άπαντι παν ύπάρχει μη δυνάμει μόνον ὰλλ’ eo ενεργεί*} καί άποκεκριμένον.	'Ομοίως δέ ουδέ
πάσας ψευδείς ούδ’ αληθείς τάς φάσεις δυνατόν εΐναι, δι αλλά τε πολλά των συναχθέντων αν δυσχερών διά ταυτην την θέσιν, και διότι ψευδών μεν ούσών πασών ούο αυτά τοΰτό τις φάσκων αληθεύσει, αληθών δε ψευδείς εΐναι πάσας λόγων ού ψεύσεται.
VII.	Πασα δ’ επιστήμη ζητεΐ τινός άρχάς και αιτίας περί έκαστον των ύψ' αυτήν επιστητών, ιοβ* a οἶον ιατρική καί γυμναστική καί τών λοιπών εκάστη τών ποιητικών καί μαθηματικών, εκάστη γάρ τούτων περιγραψαμένη τι γένος αυτή περί τοΰτο πραγματεύεται ως ύπάρχον καί ον, ούχ ή δέ ον, ὰλλ’ ετερα τις αντη παρά ταύτας τάς επιατήμας ο έστιν επιστήμη, τών δὲ λεχθεισών επιστημών έκαστη λαβοΰσά πως το τί έστιν εν έκάστψ γένει πέφαται δεικνύναι τὰ λοιπά μαλακώτερον η ακριβέστερου. λαμβάνουσι δε τό τί ἔστιν αἱ μεν δι’1 αίσθήσεως αι δ’ υποτιθέμενοι· διό καί δήλον εκ της τοιαύτης επαγωγής ότι τής ουσίας καί του τί ίο έστιν ούκ ἔστιν άπόδειζις. 'Έπεί δ’ ἔστι τις ή περί ψύσεως επιστήμη, δήλον ότι καί πρακτικής έτέρα καί ποιητικής ἔσται, ποιητικής μέν γαρ εν τω ποιοθντι καί ού τώ ποιου μένω τής κιν^ήσεως ή αρχή, καί τοϋτ έστιν είτε τέχνη τις είτ άλλη τις δυναμις· ομοίως δε καί έπι τής πρακτικής u ονκ έν τφ πρακτώ, μάλλον δ' έν τοΐς πράττουσιν ή κίνησις, ή δέ του ψυαικοΰ περί τα έχοντ’ έν
1 δι’] διά, τῆς EJ.
“ This chapter corresponds to VI. i. ϊ of also IV. iii. 1-6 and ch. iv. above. It also answers the problem stated in ch. i. 2.
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if everything is present in everything not merely potentially but. actually and in differentiation.
Similarly all statements cannot be false, nor all 10 true. Among many other difficulties which might be adduced as involved by this supposition there is the objeclion that if all statements were false, not even this proposition itself would be true ; while if they were all true it would not be false to say that they are all false.
VII. Every science inquires for certain principles Distinction and causes with respect to every knowable thing pby"icsftum which comes within its scope 0 ; e.g., the sciences of "lrt medicine and physical culture do this, and so does nmtics. each of the other productive and mathematical sciences. Each one of these marks out for itself some class of objects, and concerns itself with this as with something existent and real, but nol qua real: it is another science distinct from these which does this. Each of the Raid sciences arrives in some 2 way at the essence in a pftvLicular class of things, and then tries to prove the rest more or less exactly.
Some arrive at the essence through sense-perception, and some by hypothesis ; hence it is obvious from such a process of induction that there is no demonstration of the reality or essence.
Now since there is a science of nature, clearly it 3 must be different from both practical and productive science. In a productive science the source of motion is in the producer and not in the thing produced, and is either an art or some other ldnd of potency ; and similarly in a practical science the motion is not in the thing acted upon but rather in the agent. But 4 the science of the natural philosopher is concerned with things which contain in themselves a source of 85
ARISTOTLE
1064 a	,	,	,	,	„	»	,
έαυτοΐς κινησεως αρχήν «στ tv. οτι μεν τοίνυν ovre πρακτικήν ούτε ποιητικήν άλλα θεωρητικήν άναγκαΐον εΐναι την φυσικήν επιστήμην, δήλον εκ τούτων· εις εν γάρ τι τούτων των γενών ανάγκη πίπτειν αυτήν, έπεϊ δὲ το τί έστιν άναγκαΐον 20 έκαστη πως των επιστημών είδέναι καί τούτω χρήσθαι άρχή, Set μή λανθάνειν πως όριστέον τω φυσικω καί πως 6 της ουσίας λόγος ληπτέος, πάτερου ώς τό σιμόν, ή μάλλον ως το κοΐλον. τούτων γάρ ό μεν του σιμού λόγος μετά της ύλης λέγεται της του πράγματος, ό δὲ του κοίλου χωρίς της 25 ΰλης· ή γαρ σιμότης εν ρινί γίγνεται, διό και ό λόγος αυτής μετά ταύτης θεωρείται· τό σιμόν γάρ εστι ρίς κοίλη, φανερόν οΰν οτι καί σαρκός καί οφθαλμού και των λοιπών μορίων μετά τής ΰλης άεί τον λόγον άποδοτέον.	Ἑπ·βι S’ έστι τις
επιστήμη τοΰ οντος ή ον καί χωριστόν, σκεπτέον eo πότερόν ποτε ττ} φυσική τήν αυτήν θβτέον Taimjv είναι ή μάλλον ετέραν. ή μεν οΰν φυσική περί τα κινήσεως εχοντ αρχήν εν αύτοΐς έστίν, ή δὲ μαθηματική θεωρητική μεν καί περί μόνοντα τις αΰτη, ὰλλ’ οι) χωριστά, περί τό χωριστόν αρα ον καί1 ακίνητον έτέρα τούτων άμφοτέρων των έπι-35 στημών έστί τις, εϊπερ υπάρχει τις ουσία τοιαύτη, λέγω δε χωριστή καί ακίνητος, οπερ πειρασόμεθα δεικνύναι. καί εϊπερ ἔστι τις τοιαύτη φύσις εν τοΐς οΰσιν, ενταΰθ’ αν εΐη που καλ τό θειον, καί 1004 b αΰτη αν εΐη πρώτη καί κυριωτάτη άρχή. δήλον τοίνυν οτι τρία γένη των θεωρητικών επιστημών 1 καί τό EJ.
- XII. Vi., vii.
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motion. From this it is cleuv that natural science must be neither practical nor productive, but speculative ; since it must fall under one of these classes. And since every science must have some knowledge 5 of the essence and must use it as a starting-point, we must be careful to observe how the natural philosopher should define, :md how he should regard the formula of essence.—whether in the same wny as the tei'm “ snub," or rather as. the term “ concave/’ I'or β of these the formula of “ snub ” is stated in conjunction with the matter of the object, whereas that of “ concave ” is stated apart from the matter j since snubness is only found in the nose, which is therefore included in the formula, for “ the snub ” is α concave nose. Thus it is obvious that the formula, of “ flesh ” and “ eye ” and the other parts of the body must always be stated in conjunction with their matter.
Since there is a science of Being qua Being and 7 separately existent, we must inquire whether this should be regarded as identical with natural science or rather as a distinct branch of knowledge. Physics deals with things which contain a source of motion in themselves, and mathematics is speculative and is a science which deals with permanent things, but not with things which can exist separately. Hence there 8 i9 a science distinct from both of these, which deals with that which exists separately and is immovable ; that is, if there really is a substance of this kind—I mean separately existent and immovable—as we shall endeavour to prove.® And if there is an entity of this kind in the world of reality, here surely must be the Divine, and this must be the first and most fundamental principle. Evidently, then, there are 9 three kinds of speculative science : physics, mathe-87
ARISTOTLE
έστἴ, φυσική, μαθηματική, βιολογική, βέλτιστου μεν οον το των θεωρητικών [επιστημών]* γένος, τούτων δ’ αυτών ή τελευταία λεχθεΐσα· -περί το 6 τιμιώτατον γάρ εστι τών οντων, βελτίων δέ και χείρων έκαστη λεγεται κατο το οικειον επιστητόν.
Άπορήσειε δ’ αν τις, πότερόν ποτε τήν τον οντος ή ον επιστήμην καθόλου δει θεΐναι ή οϋ. τών μεν γάρ μαθηματικών έκαστη περί εν τι γένος άφωρι-σμένον έστίν, ή δέ καθόλου κοινή περί πάντων, ει ίο μεν ofiv α ἱ φυσικαϊ ούσίαι πρώται τών οντων είαί, καν ή φυσική πρώτη τών επιστημών εϊη· ει δ' ἔστιν έτέρα φύσις καί ουσία χωριστή καί ακίνητος, έτέραν ανάγκη καί τήν επιστήμην αυτής είναι καί προτέραν τής φυσικής καί καθόλου τω πρότερον. 15 VIII. Ἑ77·€ι δέ το απλώς ον κατά πλείους λέγεται τρόπους, ών εΐς έστίν ό κατά συμβεβηκός είναι3 λεγόμενος, σκεπτέον πρώτον περί του ούτως οντος, δτι μεν οΰν ούδεμία τών παραδεδομένων επιστημών πραγματεύεται περί το συμβεβηκός, δήλον ούτε γάρ οικοδομική σκοπεί τό συμβησόμενον 20 τοΐς τή οίκίψ χρησομένοις, οἶον εί λυπηρώς ή τουναντίον οίκήσουσιν, οΰθ υφαντική ούτε σκυτο-τομική ούτε όφοποιική, το δέ καθ’ αυτήν ἴδιον έκαστη τούτων σκοπεί τών επιστημών μόνον· τούτο δ’ έστί τό οικειον τέλος, οΰδ’ {ει τὰ)1 μουσικόν καί γραμματικόν, ουδέ τον όντα μουσικόν δτι γενόμενος γραμματικός άμα ἔσται τὰ άμ-
1 (τιστημ&ν Ab: ο
*	tlvcu om. EJ.
*	el ri Bullinger: m. Α».
. cet
Bonitz, ri Christ: jj Jr, ut uld. E1:
Sections 1-9 of this chapter correspond to VI. ii.-iv.
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matics, and theology. The highest class of science is the speculative, and of the speculative sciences themselves the highest is the last named, because it deals with the most important side of reality; and each science is reckoned higher or lower in accordance with the proper object of its study.
The question might be raised as to -whether the science of Being qua Being should be regarded as universal οι· not. Each of the mathematical sciences 10 deals with some one class of tilings which is determinate, but universal mathematics is common to all alike. If, then, natural substances are the first of existing things, physics will be the first of the sciences; but if there is some other nature and substance which exists separately and is immovable, then the science which treats of it must be different from and prior to physics, and universal because of its priority.
VIII.	Since the term Being in its unqualified sense Accidental is used with several meanings, of which one is acci- ndnt?' dental Being, we must first consider Being in this sense.“ Clearly none of the traditional sciences concerns itself with the accidental; the science of building does not consider what will happen to the occupants of the house, e.g. whether they will find it unpleasant or the contrary to live in ; nor does the science of weaving or of shoemaking or of confectionery. Each of these sciences considers only what 2 is proper to it, i.e. its particular end. As for the question whether " the cultured ” is also “ the lettered/’ or the quibble1 that “the man who is cultured, when he has become lettered, will be both
6 This is a different form of the “ quibble " in VI. ii. 4.
Here the fallacy obviously consists in the wrong application of the word Άμα (“ at once " or “ at the same time ”),
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φότερα,1 πρότερον ου κ ών, ο δέ μη αει ον ἔστιν, εγενετο τοΰτο, ώσθ' άμα μουσικός εγενετο καί γραμματικός,—τοΰτο δέ ούόεμία ζητεί των όμο-λογουμενως ούσών επιστημών, πλήν ή σοφιστική· ττ ερι τὰ συμβεβ ηκός γάρ αϋτη μόνη -πραγματεύεται, διὰ Πλάτων ον κακώς είρηκε φήσας τον σοφιστήν περί τὰ μή ον διατρΐβειν. ότι δ’ ούδ' ενδεχόμενόν ἔστιν εΐναι τοΰ συμ,βεβηκότος επιστήμην φανερόν ἔσται πειραθεΐσιν ίδεΐν τί ποτ εστί τὰ συμβε-βηκός.
ΤΙ αν δη φαμεν εΐναι τό αέν άε'ι και εξ ανάγκης (ανάγκης δ’ ού τής κατά το βίαιον λεγομενης, άλλ’ ή χρώμεθα εν τοι? κατά τάς αποδείξεις), το δ’ ώς επί τό πολύ, τό δ' οϋθ' ώς επί τό πολύ οϋτ’ αει καί εξ ανάγκης, ὰλλ’ όπως ετυχεν · οἶον επί κννί γενοιτ αν φνχος, άλλα τοΰτ οϋθ' ως αει καί εξ ανάγκης οϋθ' ώς επί τό πολύ γίγνεται, αυμβαίη δέ ποτ αν. ἔστι δή τό συμβεβηκός ο γίγνεται μεν, ον κ αει δ* οΰδ’ εξ ανάγκης ούδ' ώς επί τό πολύ, τί μεν οΰν ἔστι τό συμβεβηκός, είρηται, διότι δ’ ούκ ἔστιν επιστήμη τοΰ τοιούτου, δηλον
Ὁτι δέ τοΰ κατά συμβεβηκός οντος ούκ είσιν αἱτίοι και άρχαί τοιαΰται οΐαίπερ τοΰ καθ’ αύτό οντος, δήλον ἔσται γάρ άπαντ εξ ανάγκης, ει γάρ τάδε μεν ἔστι τοΰδε οντος, τάδε δε τοΰδε, τοΰτο δέ μή όπως ετυχεν ὰλλ’ εξ ανάγκης, εξ ανάγκης ἔσται καί ου τοΰτ ήν αἴτιον εως τοΰ
1 Αμα Ατται τα άμφ&τερα] τ4 άμφ&τερα Άμα Ισται Α11.
εστίν.
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at once although he was not before ; but that which is but was not always so must have co'me to be ; therefore he must have become at the same time cultured nnd lettered ’’—none of the recognized sciences 3 considers this, except sophistry. This is the only science which concerns itself with the accidental, and hence Plato was not far wrong in saying® that the sophist spends his time in the study of unreality. But that it is not even possible for there to be a science of the accidental will be apparent if we try to see what the accidental really is.
Of some things we say lhat they are so ahvays and 4 of necessity (necessity having the sense not of compulsion, but that which tve use in logical demonstration 6), and of others that they are so usually, but of others that they tave so neither usually nor always and of necessity, but fortuitously. E.g., theve might be a frost at midsummer, although this comes about neither always and of necessity nor usually ; but it might happen sometimes. The accidental, then, is 6 that which comes about, but not always no»· of necessity nor usually. Thus we have now stated what the accidental is ; and it is obvious why there can be no science of such a thing, because every science has as its object that which is so always or usually, and the accidental falls under neither of these descriptions.
Clearly there can be no causes and principles of the 6 accidental such as there are of that which is per se ; otherwise everything would be of necessity. For if A is when Β is, and Β is when C is, and C is not fortuitously but of necessity, then that of which C was the cause will also be of necessity, and so on
■ Sophist 254 a.	* Cf VI. ». 6.
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τελευταίου λεγόμενόν αΐτιατον (τούτο δ’ ήν κατο, συμβεβηκός)· ὥστε εξ ανάγκης άπαντ' ἔσται, καί το οποτερως ετυχε καί τό ενδέχεσθαι και γίγνεσθαι καί μη παντελώς εκ των γιγνομένων αναιρείται. 16 καν μη ον δέ άλλα γιγνόμενον τό αίτιον ύποτεθη, ταντά1 συμβησεται- παν γάρ εξ ανάγκης γενησε-ται. η γάρ αύριον εκλειφις γενήσεται αν τάδε γενηται, τοΰτο O αν έτερόν τι, καί τοΰτ αν άλλο· καί τοΰτον δή τον τρόπον από πεπερασμένου χρόνου τοΰ από του νυν μέχρι αύριον άφαιρου-μενου χρόνου ηξει ποτέ εις τό ύπάρχον. ὥστ •jo έπεί τοΰτ ἔστιν, άπαντ έξ ανάγκης τὰ μετά τοΰτο
εστιν εν συμπλοκή διάνοια?4 καί πάθος εν ταυτη · διό περί μεν τό ούτως ον ου ζητούνται αι άρχαί, 26 περί 8έ τό ἔξω ον καί χωριστόν το δ’ ούκ αναγκαίου ὰλλ’ αόριστον, λέγω δέ τὰ κατά συμβεβηκός· τοΰ τοιούτου δ’ άτακτα καί άπειρα τὰ αίτια. Τὰ δέ ένεκά του εν τοΐς φύσει γιγνομένοις η από διανοίας εστιν τύχη δ’ εστιν όταν τι τούτων γενηται κατά συμβεβηκός· ώσπερ γάρ και ον ἔστι τό μεν καθ' αυτό τό δέ κατά συμβεβηκός, 80 οΰτω καί αίτιον, η τύχη δ' αιτία* κατά συμβεβηκός έν τοΐς κατά προαίοεσιν των ένεκά τοι» γιγνομένοις. διό περί ταύτο τύχη καί διάνοια· προαίρεσις γάρ ον χωρίς διανοίας. τὰ δ* αίτια αόριστα άφ' ὥν αν γένοιτο τὰ άπό τύχης· διό 1 ταντα E.	* Λληβδί EJ Alexander.
* καί μτι Ab yp. E Alexander.
* τηι Stavolas EJ.___________* αίτιον Α1'.______
» This section is taken from Phydci II. v., vi.
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down to the last causalum, as it is called. (But tills 7 was assumed to be accidental.) Therefore everything will be of necessity, and the element of chance, i e, the possibility of a tiling’s either happening or not, is entirely banished from the world of events. Even if we suppose the cause not to exist already but to be coming to be, the result will be the same ; for everything will come to be of necessity. The eclipse to- 8 morrow will come about if A does, and A will if Β does, and Β if C does ; and in this way if we keep on subtracting time from the finite time between now and to-morrow, we shall at some point arrive at the present existing condition. Therefore since this exists, everything subsequent to it will happen of necessity, and so everything happens of necessity.
As for “ what is ” in the sense of what is true or 9 what is accidental, the former depends upon a com- Being « bination in thought, and is an affection of thought1x11(11 (hence we do not look for the principles of Being in this sense, but only for those of objective and separable Being): the latter is not necessary but indeterminate (I mean the accidental); and of such a thing the causes are indefinite and cannot be reduced to a system.
Teleology is found in events which come about in 10 the course of nature or as a result of thought.0 It is Chancn. “chance” (or “luck”) when one of these comes about by accident; for a thing may be a cause, just as it may exist, either per se or accidentally. Chance is an accidental cause of normally purposive teleological events. Hence chance and thought have the XI same sphere of action, for there is no purpose without thought. Causes from which chance results may come about are indeterminate; hence chance is
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άδηλος άνθρωπίνφ λογισμώ καί αἴτιον κατά συμ-βεβηκός, απλώς δέ ούδενός. αγαθή δέ τύχη καί κακή όταν αγαθόν η φαΰλον άποβτ}· ευτυχία δέ καί δυστυχία περί μέγεθος τούτων.	Έπεί δ’
ούθέν κατά σνμβεβηκός πρότερον των καθ’ αυτό, ούδ’ άρ’ αίτια, ει άρα τύχη η τό αυτόματον αἴτιον τοΰ ούρανοΰ, πρότερον νους αίτιος1 καί φύσις.
IX. Ἔστι δέ το μεν ενεργείει μόνον, το δέ δυνάμει, τό δὲ δυνάμει και ενεργεία, τό μεν ον, τό δε ποσόν, τό δε των λοιπών, ούκ ἔστι δέ τις2 κίνησις παρά τὰ πράγματα· μεταβάλλει γὰρ cUt κατα τάς τοΰ οντος κατηγορίας, κοινόν δ’ επί τούτων ούδέν έστιν δ3 ούδ’ εν μιψ κατηγορία, έκαστον δέ διχώς υπάρχει πόσιν (οἶον τὰ τάδε- τό μέν γάρ μορφή αύτοΰ τό δε στέρησις· και κατά τό ποιόν τό μεν λευκόν τό δὲ μελαν, καί κατά τό ποσόν τό μεν τέλειον τό δὲ ατελές, καί κατά φοράν τό μεν άνω τό κάτω, ή κοΰφον καί βαρύ), ώστε κινήσεως καί μεταβολής τοσαΰτ είδη όσα τοΰ οντος.
Διηρημένον δέ καθ' έκαστον γένος τοΰ μεν δυνάμει τοΰ δ' έντελεχείμ, την τον δυνάμει ή
1 τι Jr ·. om. Ab.	'	8 om. Α1*.
* The argument is stated more fully and clearly in Physics II. vi. ad fin. Chance produces Indirectly the effects produced directly by mind ; and spontaneity is similarly related
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inscrutable to human calculation, and is a cause only accidentally, but in the strictest sense is a cause of nothing It is “ good ” οι· " bad luck ” when the 12 result is good or bad, and “ good ” or “ bad fortune ” when the result is on a large scale.
Since nothing accidental is prior to that which is per se, neither are accidental causes prior. Therefore if chance or spontaneity is the cause of the universe, mind and nature are prior causes.0
IX.	A thing may exist only actually or potentially, Motio or actually and potentially ; it may be a substance or a quantity or one of the other categories. There is no motionb apart from things, for change is always in accordance with the categories of Being®; and there is nothing which is common to these and in no one category, Each category belongs to all its members in two ways—e.g. substance, for this is sometimes the form of the thing and sometimes its privation ; and as regards quality there is white and 2 black; and as regards quantity, complete and incomplete ; and as regards spatial motion there is up and down or light and heavy—so that there are as many forms of motion and change as there are of Being/1
Now since every kind of thing is divided into the Motior potential and the real, I call the actualization of the to nature. But the indirect cause presupposes the direct.
The argument is directed against the Atomists. Of Physics
II.	iv., 196 a 34, Simplicius 327. 24, Cicero, De Nat. Dear. I.
§ 66 (“ nulla cogente natura, sed concursu quodam fortuito * The discussion of motion in this chapter consists of extracts from Physics III. i.-iii.
“ i.e., change is substantial (generation and destruction); quantitative (increase and decrease); qualitative (alteration); spatial (locomotion). Of ch. xil. 1, 2.
J This it. inaccurate; see previous note.
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τοιοΰτον εστιν ενεργειαν λέγω κινησιν. on o άληθη λέγομεν, ένθένδε δηλον όταν γάρ το οικο-δομητόν, ή1 τοιοΰτον αυτά λέγομεν είναι, ενεργείψ ή ι’ οίκοδομεΐται, καί ἔστι τούτο οικοδόμησή' so ομοίως μάθησις, ιάτρευα is [καί /ctiAio-is],8 βάδισις, άλσις, γήρανσις, άδρυνσις. συμβαίνει δε κινεΐσθαι όταν ή4 έντελέγεια ή4 αυτή, καί ούτε πρότερον οΰθ' ύστερον, ή δή του δυνάμει οντος, όταν έν-τελεχεία ον ενεργή, ούχ ή αότὰ άλλ'*β κινητόν κίνησις ἔστιν, λέγω δὲ το ^ ὥδε. ἔστι γαρ ο χαλκός δυνάμει άνδριάς- ὰλλ' ξωα>5 οόγ ή του 2Γ. χαλκοΰ εντελέχεια, ή χαλκός, κίνησις ἔστιν. ^ οϋ γὰ/θ ταύτον χαλκω είναι και δυνάμει τινι, έττεϊ ει ταύτον ήν ὰ7τλω? κατά τόν λόγον, ήν αν ή του χαλκοΰ εντελέχεια κίνησις τις. ουκ ἔστι δέ ταυτό (δήλον δ’ επί των εναντίων· το μεν yap δΰνασθαι ύγιαίνειν καί δΰνασθαι κάμνειν ου ταυτόν—καί γάρ 30 οίν το ύγιαίνειν καί τὰ κάμνειν ταύτον ην—το 8’ υποκείμενον καί ύγιαΐνον καί νοσούν, ειθ υγρότης εἴθ’ αίμα, ταύτό καί έν). επεί δέ ου το αύτό, ώσπερ ούδέ χρώμα ταύτον καί ορατόν, η του δυνατοΰ ή δυνατόν εντελέχεια κίνησις εστιν. οτι μεν ουν° εστιν αυτή, καί οτι συμβαίνει τότε κινει-
ΜΑ1».	“ ϋ Bekker.
a καί κύλισίί Α1’ Physics: οηι. cet.
4 ή ... ί E1 Physics: uulffo i ... ή.
5 ούχ α αύτύ άλλ’] fj αύτύ ή άλλο Ab Alexander Porphyrion. β ούν Ah Physics: yip EJr.
• What Aristotle means by this is explained more clearly in the following sections, which may be summarized thus. The material substrate, e.g. bricks, etc., which is potentially a house, may be regarded (a) as potential material; in this
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potential as such,® motion. That this is a true state- 3 meat will be clear from wlut follows. When the imMIiii “ buildable ” in the sense 111 which we call it such ,l"31'· exists actually, it is being built; and tliis is the process of building. The same is true of the processes of learning, healing, walking, jumping, ageing, maturing. Motion results when the complete reality itself exists, and neither sooner nor later.
The complete reality, then, of that which exists 4 potentially, when it is completely veal and actual, not qua itself but qua movable, is motion. By qua I mean this. The bronze is potentially a statue ; but nevertheless the complete reality of the bronze qua bronze is not motion. To be bronze is not the same as to be a particular potentiality ; since if it were absolutely the same by definition the complete reality of the bronze would be a kind of motion; but it is not the same. (This is obvious in the case 5 of contraries ; for the potentiality for health and the potentiality for illness are not the same—for if they were, health and illness would be the same too —but the substrate which becomes healthy or ill, whether it is moisture or blood, is one and the same.)
And since it is not the same, just as “ colour ” and “ visible ” are not the same, it is the complete realily of the potential qua potential that is motion.
It is evident that it is this, and that motion results β
sense it is actualized as bricks before building begins; (b) as potentially a house; in this sense when it is actualized it Is no longer buildable but built, i.e., it is no longer potential;
(c) as potentially buildable into a house. In this sense its actualization is conterminous with the process of building, and is incomplete (§ 11), and should not be described as {ντέλέχαα or “ complete reality.” But Aristotle often uses this term as synonymous with the vaguer Mpyeut.
VOL. II	H
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« σθαι ό'ταν ή εντελέχεια fj αυτή,1 καί ούτε πρότερον 1069 α ονθ ύστερον, δήλον. ενδέχεται γὰρ έκαστον ότε μεν ένεργεΐν ότε δέ μή, οἶον τὰ οίκοδομητόν ή οίκοδομητόν, καί ή τον ο ίκοδομητοΰ ενέργεια ή οίκοδομητόν οίκοδόμησίς earιν. ή γὰρ τοΰτό ἔστιν, ή οικοδόμησις, ή ένέργεια, ή οΙκία· ὰλλ’ ο'ταν οικία λ ή, ούκέτι οίκοδομητόν ἔσται- οίκοδο/Χ€Ϊται δέ τό οίκοδομητόν. ανάγκη άρα οίκοδόμησιν τήν ένέργε ιαν «ἶναι, ή δ’ οικοδόμησις κίνησις τις· ό ο αὰτό? λόγο? καί έ7τἱ τὥν ὰλλων κινήσεων.
"Οτι δέ καλώ? εἴρηται, δήλον έ£ ὥν οἱ άλλοι λέγουσι 7repi αυτής, καί έκ του μή ρόδιον είναι ίο διορίσαι άλλιος αυτήν, ούτε γάρ έν ά'λλω τι? γένει δύναιτ αν θ είναι αυτήν δήλον δ έ£ ὥν λέγουσιν οἱ μεν γὰρ* ετερότητα καί ανισότητα καί το μή ον, ὥν οΰδεν ανάγκη κινεϊσθαι· ὰλλ* ούδ’ ή μεταβολή οϋτ εις ταΰτα οντ' εκ τούτων μάλλον ή εκ των αντικείμενων. αἴτιον δέ τοβ eiy ταΰτα τιθέναι ότι ίο αόριστόν τι So/cei «ἶναι ή κίνησις, της δ’ έτέρας συστοιχίας αἱ άρχαί διά το στερητικοί εἶναι αόριστοι· ούτε γάρ τάδε ούτε τοιόνδε ονδεμία αύτών ούτε των λοιπών κατηγοριών. του δε δοκεΐν αόριστον είναι τήν κίνησιν αἴτιον ότι οἔτ’ ety δύναμιν τὥν αντων οϋτ’ ει? ενέργειαν εστι θεΐναι αύτήν ούτε γάρ τὰ δυνατόν ποσόν είναι κινείται εξ 20 ανάγκης, ούτε τὰ ενεργεία ποσόν ή τε κίνησις 1 αίτι) Christ: ailrij.	a νάρ om. EJ.
0 Pythagoreans and Platonists. Ο/'. I. v. 6, Plato, Sophist 856 D.
6 The criticism implied is : If motion is identified with otherness, inequality, etc., then these concepts must be either 98
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when the complete reality itself exists, and neither sooner nor later. Por everything may sometimes be actual, and sometimes not; e.g. the “ buildable ” qua “ buildable ” ; and the actualization of the “ buildable ” qua “ buildable ” is the act of building. For the actualization is either this — the act of 7 building—or a house. But when the house exists, it will no longer be buildable; the buildable is that which is being built. Hence the actualization must be the act of building, and the act of building is a kind of motion. The same argument applies to the other kinds of motion.
That this account is correct is clear from wliat the 8 other authorities say about motion, and from the fact that it is not easy to define it otherwise. For one tiling, it could not be placed in any other class; this is clear from the fact that some people 0 identify it with otherness and inequality and not-being, none of which is necessarily moved ; moreover change is 9 no more into these or out of them than into or out of their opposites.6 The reason for placing motion in this class is that it is considered to be indeterminate, and the principles in one of the columns of contraries are indeterminate, being privative,‘ for none of them is a determinate thing or quality or any of the other categories. The reason for con-10 sidering motion to be indeterminate is that it cannot be associated either with the potentiality or with the actuality of thiDgs; for neither that which is potentially nor that which is actually of a certain size is necessarily moved. And motion is considered 11
(a) subjects of motion, which is absurd, or (&) termini of motion, In which case the same must be true of their contraries, since motion is between contraries.
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ενεργεια μὲν εἶναι δοκεῖ τις, ἀτελὴς δέ* * αίτιον δ ἔτι ὰτελέ? τὰ δυνατόν ου ἔστιν ενέργεια. Καί διὰ τοΰτο χαλεπόν αυτήν λαβεΐν τί ἔστιν ή γαρ els στέρησιν ανάγκη θεΐναι η είς δύναμιν η εις ενέργειαν απλήν, τούτων δ’ ούδεν φαίνεται ενδεχό-26 μενον. ώστε λείπεται τό λεχθεν εΐναι καί ενέργειαν και [μή]1 ενέργειαν την ειρημένην, ιδεΐν μεν χαλεπήν ένδεχομένην δ’ εἶναι. Καί ότι ἔστιν η κίνησις εν τω κινητω, δηλον εντελέχεια γάρ ἔστι τούτου υπό του κινητικού, καί η του κινητικόν ενεργεια ούκ άλλη έστίν. δει μεν γάρ εἶναι 80 εντελέχειαν άμφοΐν κινητικόν μέν γάρ ἔστι τω δό-νασθαι, κινούν δε τω ένεργεΐν, άλλ' ἔστιν ενεργητικόν του κινητού, ώσθ’ ομοίως μία ή! άμφοΐν ενέργεια ώσπερ τό αυτό διάστημα έν προς δύο καί δύο προς εν, και τό άναντες καί τό κάταντες, άλλα τό εΐναι ονχ έν· ομοίως δε καί επί τον κινοΰντος και κινουμένον.
8ί> Χ. Τό δ’ άπειρον η τό αδύνατον διελθεΐν τψ μή πεφυκέναι διιέναι, καθάπερ ή φωνή άόρατος, η τό διέξοδον έχον ατελεύτητου, η δ μόλις, η δ ΐοοβ b πεφυκός έχειν μη εχει διέξοδον η πέρας· ἔτι προσθέσει η άφαιρέσει ή άμφιο. Χωριστόν μεν δη αυτό τι ον, αισθητόν δ1 (ου)φ ονχ οΐόν τ είναι.
1 Bonitz.	8 ή om. Ah.
8 οΰ α. Ross: αισθητόν S' om. E.
« Cf. note on § 2 (end) above, and IX. vi, 7-10.
* This chapter consists of extracts from Physios III. iv.,
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to be a kind of actualization, but. incompletea ; the reason of this is that the potential, of which il is the actualization, is incomplete.
Thus it is difficult to comprehend wliat motion is ; for we must associate it either with privation or with potentiality or -with absolute actuality ; anil apparently none of these is possible. There remains, then, the account which we have given ; that it is an actuality, and an actuality of the kind which we have described, which is hard to visualize but capable of existing.
That motion is in the movable is evident; for it is the complete realization of the movable by that which is capable of causing motion, and the actualization of that which is capable of causing motion is identical with that of the movable. For it must be α complete realization of them both ; since a tiling is capable of moving because it has the potentiality, but it moves only when it is active ; bul it is upon the movable that it is capable of acting. Thus the actuality of both alike is one ; just as there is the same interval from one to two as from two to one, and the hill up and the hill down are one, although their being is not one; the case of the mover and the thing moved is similar.
X.6 The infinite is either (a) that which cannot be traversed because it is not its nature to be traversed ’ (just as sound is by nature invisible); or (δ) that which admits of an endless traverse ; ον (c) scarcely admits of traverse ; or (d) which, though it would naturally admit of traverse or limit, does not do so. Further, it may be infinite in respect of addition, or of subtraction or of both.
That the infinite should be a separate independent 101
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ei γὰρ μήτε μέγεθος έστι μήτε πλήθος, ουσία, δ’ αυτό1 το άπειρον και μή συμβεβηκός, αδιαίρετον ἔσται· το γάρ διαιρετόν ή μέγεθος ή πλήθος, ει δέ αδιαίρετον, ούκ άπειρον, ει μη καθάπερ ή φωνή αόρατος· άλλ’ ούχ οντω λέγουσιν ούδ' ημείς ζητουμεν, ὰλλ’ ως αδιέξοδον. Ἔτι πως ενδέχεται καθ’ αυτό είναι άπειρον, ει μή καί αριθμός και μέγεθος, ὥν πάθος τό άπειρον; ἔτι ει κατο, συμ-βεβηκός, ούκ αν εϊη στοιχείον των οντων ή άπειρον, ώσπερ ουδέ τό αόρατον τής διαλέκτου, καίτοι ή φωνή αόρατος, και οτι ούκ εστιν ένεργεία εΐναι τό άπειρον, δήλον. ἔσται γάρο τιοΰν αντοΰ άπειρον μέρος τό λαμβανόμενον τὰ γάρ σπείρω εΐναι και άπειρον τό αυτό, είπε ρ ουσία τό άπειρον και μή καθ’ υποκειμένου, ώστε ή αδιαίρετον, ή εις άπειρα διαιρετόν, ει μεριστόν. πολλά δ’ εΐναι τό αυτό αδύνατον άπειρα· ώσπερ γάρ άέρος αήρ μέρος, ούτως άπειρον απείρου, ει ἔστιν ούσία καί αρχή, άμέριστον άρα και αδιαίρετον, ὰλλὰ αδύνατον τό έντελεχείς. ον άπειρον ποσόν γάρ εΐναι ανάγκη, κατά συμβεβηκός άρα υπάρχει, άλλ εΐ ούτως, εϊρηται οτι ούκ ενδέχεται εΐναι αρχήν, άλλ’ εκείνο φ συμβέβηκε, τον αέρα ή τό άρτιον. Αϋτη μέν οΰν ή ζήτησις καθόλου, οτι δ* * έν τοΐς αίσθητοΐς
1 αύτον Ab.
•	The Pythagorean and Platonic view.
4 Aristotle has argued that they do not in I. ix. 16-25.
*	According to Anaximenes; of Theophrastus, Phya. Opin. ft. 2 (Ritter and PreUer 26).
11 According to the Pythagoreans. Cf. I. v. 5 n.
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entity," and yet imperceptible, is impossible. For 2 if it is neither magnitude nor plurality, but infinity "|^11“Γ·,ΐΒ itself is the essence of it, and not merely an accident,"" J it must be indivisible ; because that which is divisible is either magnitude or plurality. And if it is indivisible it cannot he infinite, except in the same way as sound is invisible, Bui this is not what people mean by infinite ; and it is not the infinite in this sense that we are investigating, but the infinite in the sense of the untraversable.
Again, how can the infinite exist independently 3 unless number and magnitude, of which infinity is an attribute, also exist independently ?6 And further, if the infinite is accidental, it cannot, qua infinite, be an element of things ; just as the invisible is not an element of speech, although sound is invisible. It. is clear also that the infinite cannot exist actually. Otherwise any part of it which wc might take would t be infinite ; for infinity and the infinite are the same, if the infinite is substance and is not predicated of a subject. Therefore it is either indivisible, or if it is partible, the parts into which it is divisible are infinite. But the same thing cannot be many infinites ; for just as a part of air is ail·, so α part of the infinite will be infinite, if the infinite is a substance and principle. Therefore it is impartible 5 and indivisible. But this is unpossible of the actually infinite, because it must be some quantity. Therefore infinity is an accidental attribute. But if so, as we have said, it cannot be it that is a principle, but that of which it is an accident: air 0 or “ the even.”*1
The foregoing inquiry is general; but what Pn**i am follows will show that the infinite does not exist in ,wsInSt"tu
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ούκ ἔστιν, έυθένδὲ δήλον ει γὰρ σώματος λόγο; το επιπέδοις ώρισμενον, ούκ εϊη αν άπειρον σώμα, is ουτ αισθητόν ούτε νοητόν, οΰτ αριθμός ώς κε· χωρισμένος και άπειρος· αριθμητόν γάρ 6 αριθμός η τὰ ἔχον αριθμόν, φυσικώς δὲ εκ τωνδὲ δηλον ούτε γὰρ σύνθετον οἶόν τε εἶναι, οἔθ’ άπλοΰν. σύνθετον μεν γάρ ούκ ἔσται σώμα, ει1 πεπερανται τω πληθει τα στοιχεία. 8εΐ γάρ ισάζειν τάναντία 80 καί /ιή εΐναι εν αυτών άπειρον· ει γάρ ότωοΰν1 λείπεται ή θατόρου σώματος δύναμις, φθαρησεται ύπό τοΰ άπειρου τὰ πεπερασμενον. έκαστον δ’ άπειρον εΐναι αδύνατον σώμα γάρ εστι τό πάντη εχον διάστασιν, άπειρον δε τό άπεράντως διεστη-κός, ώστ ει τό άπειρον σώμα, πάντη ἔσται άπειρον, ούδε εν δε καί άπλοΰν ενδεχεται τό άπειρον εΐναι 85 σώμα, ονθ’ ώς λέγουσί τινες, παρά τα στοιχεία εζ ού γεννώσι ταυτα (ούκ εστι γάρ3 τοιοΰτο σώμα παρά τὰ στοιχεία' άπαν* γάρ εζ οΰι εστι και δια-ιοβ7 a λόεται εις τούτο/ ού φαίνεται δε τούτο παρά7 τὰ απλά σώματα), οὰδὲ πυρ ούδ’ άλλο τι τών στοιχείων ούθεν χωρίς γάρ τοΰ άπειρον εΐναι τι αυτών αδύνατον τό απαν, καν ή πεπερασμένον, η εΐναι η γίγνεσθαι εν τι αυτών, ώσπερ 'ϊίράκλειτός φησιν s άπαντα γίγνεσθαι ποτε πΰρ. ό δ’ αύτος λόγος και επί τοΰ ενός, δ ποιοΰσι παρά τὰ στοιχεία οἱ φυσικοί.
2	όποο-ιροΟν Physics E, Simplicius (?): άπωσοΰν Ab Phy!>ics FI Philoponus.
8 yip rb Ab.	1 Άπαντα Al).
5 Siv Ab.	0 ταΰτα Ab.	7 vepl EJ.
■ This is proved in Physics I. vi. b sc. and so no other body can exist beside it.
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sensible things. If the definition of a body is “ that β which is bounded by surfaces,” then no body, whether ii sensible or intelligible, can be infinite: nor can there be any separate and infinite number, since number or that which involves number is numerable.
This is clearly shown by the following concrete argument. The infinite can neither be composite nor simple. For (a) it cannot be a composite body if the elements are limited in number *; for the 7 contraries must be equal, and no one of them must be infinite ; for if the potency of one of the two corporeal elements is in any way inferior, the finite element λνϋΐ be destroyed by the infinite. And every element cannot be infinite, because body is that which has extension in all directions, and the infinite is that which is extended without limit; so that if the infinite is corporeal it will be infinite in all directions.6 Nor (ft) can the infinite be any simple 8 body ; neither, as some 0 hold, something which is apart from the elements and from which they suppose the elements to be generated (for there is no such body apart from the elements; everytliing can be resolved into that of which it consists, but we do not see things resolved into anything apart from the simple bodies), nor fire nor any other element. Apart from the question of how any of them could 9 be infinite, the All, even if it is finite, cannot be or become any one of the elements, as Heraclitus says a all things at certain times become fire. The same argument applies as to the One which the physicists
0 Anaximander. It seems, however, that by iirupov he meant “indeterminate" or “undifferentiated,” all-hough he no doubt regarded this principle as “ Infinite ” as well. Of notes on I. vii. 3, XII. ii. 3.
* Of frr. 20-22 (Bywater).
105
ARISTOTLE
1067 παν γὰρ μεταβάλλει εξ εναντίου, οἶον εκ θερμόν εις ψυχρόν.
’Έτι τὰ αισθητόν σώμα που, και ό αύτός τόπος όλου και μορίου, οἶον τής γής· ὥστ’ εἶ μεν όμοιο είδες, ακίνητον ἔσται ή αει οίσθήσεται, τούτο he αδύνατον τί γὰρ μάλλον κάτω ή άνω η οπουουν; οἶον ει βώλος ε'ίη, που αυτή κινήσεται ή μενεΐ; ο γάρ τόπος τοΰ συγγενούς αύττ}1 σώματος άπειρος, καθέξει ουν τόν ολον τόπον; καί πώς; τις ονν ή μονή καί ή κίνησις; ή πανταχοΰ μενεΐ—ου is κινήσεται’' άρα—ή πανταχοΰ κινήσεται5—ούκ αρα ατήσεται. ει δ’ ανόμοιου τὰ παν, ανόμοιοι και οι τόποι, καί πρώτον μεν ούχ εν τό σώμα τοΰ παντός ὰλλ’ ή τφ άπτεσθαι, εἶτα ή πεπερασμένα ταΰτ ἔσται ή άπειρα είδει. πεπερασμένα μέν ουν ούχ οΐόν τε- ἔσται γαρ τα μεν άπειρα τα δ’ ου, ει τό ■J0 παν άπειρον, οἶον πΰρ ή ΰδωρ· φθορά δέ τό τοιοΰ- * *
1 του o-vyyevovs αίτή Physics: airijs τοΰ miyytvois.
8 κινηθήσεται EJ Phytios.
8 κινήσεται Bekker: κινηύήσιται E Physics.· om. A''J.
® The argument seems to be .· Since all change is from contrary to contrary, and it is impossible that either (a) one of tlie elements should be contrary to the rest, or (o) one material principle should be contrary to alJ four elements, it follows that no one element, and similarly that no one material principle apart from the elements, can be the ultimate material principle of the universe.
* i.e., the region of the universe which is proper to a given element is proper also to any part of that element The proper region of earth is the centre, of fire the circumference of the universe. Of De Caelo Ι. ιί.
0 Boss is evidently right in taking this to refer to the rest
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τον τοι? εναντίοις. ει δ’ αιτεφα καί απλά, και οι τόποι άπειροι καί ἔσται άπειρα τὰ στοιχεία· ει δε τοίΐτ αδύνατον, και οἱ τόποι πεπερασμένοι, και τό π αν ανάγκη πεπέρανθαι.	“Ολως δ’ αδύνατον
άπειρον είναι σώμα και τόπον τοΐς σώμασιν, ει π&ν •ίο σώμα αισθητόν η βάρος εχει η κουφότητα, η yap επί τό μέσον η άνω οίσθήσετ αι, αδύνατον δε τό άπειρον η παν η τό ήμισν1 όπατερονοΰν πεπονθεναι' πώς γάρ διελεΐς ; η πώς τοϋ άπειρου ἔσται τὰ μεν κάτω τό δ5 άνω, η έσχατον καί μέσον; ἔτι παν σώμα αισθητόν εν τόπω, τόπου δὲ είδη εξ, ὰδό-30 νατον δ’ εν τω σπείρω αώμart ταΰτ* είναι, άλως δ’ ει αδύνατον τόπον άπειρον είναι, καί σώμα αδύνατον τό γάρ εν τόπω πού, τούτο δέ σημαίνει η άνω η κάτω η τών λοιπών τι, τούτων δ’ έκαστον πέρας τι. Τό δ’ άπειρον ου ταύτόν εν με-γέθει καί κινήσει καί χρόνιο ως μία τις φύσις, ὰλλὰ 85 τό ύστερον λέγεται κατά τό πρότερον, οἶον κίνησις κατά τό μέγεθος έψ’ οΰ κινείται ή άλλοιοΰται ή αϋξεται, χρόνος δέ διὰ τήν κίνησιν. ioe7b XI. Μεταβάλλει δὲ τὰ μεταβάλλον τό μεν κατά συμβεβηκός, ως τό μουσικόν βαδίζει? τό δέ τω τούτου τι μεταβάλλειν απλώς λέγεται μεταβάλλειν, οἶον οσα κατά μέρη· ΰγιάζεται γάρ τό σώμα, οτι c ό οφθαλμός. ἔστι δε τι δ καθ’ αυτό πρώτον κινείται, καί τοΰτ έστί τό καθ' αυτό κινητόν. ἔστι δέ [τι]3 καί επί του κινοΰντος ωσαύτως· κινεί 1 ήμισν τ) Α1’.	4 fJaSlfctp ElJ.
_________3 .sed. Bonitz: om. Bessarion, Physics,___
“ sc. in kind or number.
ο Cf § 6 n.	0 Cf § W n.
d i.e., above and below, before and behind, right and left (Physios 205 b 31).	' Cf V. xiii. δ.
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contraries. But if the parts are infinite 0 and simple, the regions proper to them are infinite find the elements will be infinite. And since this is impossible,1b the regions are finite 0 and the whole must be finite.
In general, there cannot be an infinite body and 13 a place for bodies if every body which is sensible has either weight or lightness ; for it will have to move either towards the centre or upwards, and the infinite —either the whole or the half—cannot do either ; for how can you divide it ? How can the infinite be part up and part down, or part extreme and part centre ? Further, every sensible body is in some M place, and of place there are six kinds/* but these cannot exist in an infinite body. In general, if an infinite place is impossible, so is an infinite body ; because that which is in a place is somewhere, and this means either up or down or one of the other kinds of place, and each of these is α limit.
The infinite is not the same in the sense that it is 15 one nature whether it applies to magnitude or to motion or to time ; the posterior is derived from the prior sense, e.g. motion is called infinite in virtue of the magnitude involved when a thing is moved or changed or increased, and time is eo called on account of motion.®
XI.	That which changes either changes accident- m<xi«b of ally, aa when “ the cultured ” walks ; or is said to motio?,.a"d change in general because something in it changes, as in the case of things which change in their parts ; the body becomes healthy because tlie eye does.
But there is something which is moved directly per se, 2 i.e. the essentially movable. The same applies to that which moves, for it moves sometimes accident-109
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γὰρ κατά συμβεβηκός το δέ1 κατά μέρος το δὲ καθ' αυτό- ἔστι δέ τι τὰ κινοΰν πρώτον ἔστι δέ τι τὰ κινούμενο ν ἔτι έν ω2 χρόνο), καί εξ οΰ, και ίο ξ is ο. τὰ δ’ εἴδη καί τὰ πάθη και ό τόπος, εις α κινούνται τὰ κινούμενα, ακίνητά ἔστιν, οἶον eVi-στήμη και θερμότης· ἔστι δ’ οΰχ ή θερμότης κίνησις άλλ’ ή θέρμανσις. Ή δέ μη κατά συμβεβηκός μεταβολή ον κ έν άπασιν υπάρχει, άλλ’ εν τοι? εν αντίο ις και μεταξύ καί iv άντιφάσει, is τούτου δε πίστις εκ της επαγωγής, μεταβάλλει δέ τό μετάβάλλον η εξ υποκειμένου εις υποκείμενον, η ούκ εξ υποκειμένου εις ούχ υποκείμενον, η εξ ύποκειμένου εις ούχ υποκείμενον, η ούκ έξ υποκειμένου εις υποκείμενον, λέγω δέ υποκείμενον το καταφάσει δηλοΰμενον. ώστ ανάγκη 20 τρεις είναι μεταβολάς ■ ή γαρ εξ ούχ ύποκειμένου εις μη υποκείμενον ούκ ἔστι μεταβολή' ούτε γάρ εναντία ούτε άντίφααίς ἔστιν, ότι ούκ άντίθεσις. ή μέν οΰν ούκ εξ ύποκειμένου εις υποκείμενον κατ’ άντίφασιν γένεσίς ἔστιν, ή μεν απλώς απλή, ή δέ τινος τις' ή δ’ εξ υποκειμένου εις μη υποκείμενον φθορά, ή μεν απλώς απλή, ή δέ τινος 26 τις. ει δη το μη ον λέγεται πλεοναχώς, και μήτε τό κατά σύνθεσιν ή διαίρεσιν ενδέχεται κινεΐσθαι, μήτε τό κατά δύναμιν τό τ φ απλώς οντι αντικείμενου (τὰ γὰρ μη λευκόν ή μή αγαθόν όμως ενδέχεται κινεΐσθαι κατά συμβεβηκός· εϊη γάρ αν
1 μίν EJ.________________1 Ιτι e» φ] e» τινι Ab.___
® The change from positive to positive is omitted here (but ef § 7). Aristotle no doubt intended to use it as an example of non-substantial change, e.g. from “ poor man ” to “ rich man " ·, but since this can be regarded as change from “ poor man ” to “ not-poor man,” or “ not-nch man ” ΠΟ
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ally, sometimes partially, ancl sometimes per se. There is something that moves directly, and something that is moved ; ancl also a time in which, and something from which, and something into which it is moved. But the forms and modifications ancl place into which moving things are moved are immovable ; e.g. knowledge and warmth. It is not warmth that is motion, but the process of warming.
Non-accidental change is not found in all things, 3 but only between contraries and intermediates and contradictories. We can convince ourselves of this by means of induction. That which changes changes either from positive into positive, nr from negative into negative, or from positive into negative, ον from negative into positive. By “ positive ” I mean that 4 which is denoted by an affirmation. Thus there must be three forms of change ; for that which is from negative into negative is not change, because they are neither contraries nor contradictories, since they entail no opposition. The change from the negative into its contradictory positive is generation —absolute change absolute generation, and qualified change qualified generation ; and the change from the positive to the negative is destruction—absolute change absolute destruction, and qualified change qualified destruction.0 Now if " what is not ” has 5 several meanings, and neither that which implies a combination οτ separation of terms,* nor that which relates to potentiality and is opposed to unqualified Being, admits of motion (“ nob-white ” or “ not-good,” however, admits of motion accidentally,
to “ rich man,” he includes it as ft qualified type of substan-
tia’
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30 άνθρωπος τό μή λευκόν το δ’ απλώς μη τάδε ούδαμώς), αδύνατον τό1 μη ον κινεΐσθαι· ει 8ε τούτο, και την γένεσιν κίνησιν εἶναι· γίγνεται γάρ το μη ον. ει γάρ και οτ ι μάλιστα κατά συμβεβηκός γίγνεται, άλλ’ όμως αληθές είπεΐν ότι υπάρχει το μη ον κατά του γιγνομενου απλώς. 3γ, ομοίως δέ καλ το ήρεμεΐν. ταΰτά τε 8η συμβαίνει δυσχερή, και ει παν το κινούμενου εν τόπω, το δέ μη ον ούκ ἔστιν εν τόπω· εϊη γάρ αν πού. ουδὲ δη ή φθορά κίνησις· εναντίον γάρ κινήσει 1068 . κίνησις ή ηρεμία, φθορά δέ γενέσει. επει δὲ πάσα κίνησις μεταβολή τις, μεταβολαι δέ τρεις αι είρημέναι, τούτων δ’ αἱ κατά γένεσιν και φθοράν ου κινήσεις, ανται 8' είσ'ιν αι κατ’ άντίφασιν, ανάγκη τήν εξ υποκειμένου εις υποκείμενον κίνησιν 6 είναι μόνην, τὰ S’ υποκείμενα ή εναντία ή μεταξύ (και γάρ ή στέρησις κείσθω εναντίον), και δηλοΰταΛ καταφάσει, οἶον τὰ γυμνόν καί νωδόν καί3 μέλαν.
XII.	Εἴ οδν αί κατηγορίαι διήρηνται ουσία, ποιότητι, τόπια, τω ποιεΐν ή πάσχειν, τω πρός τι, ίο τψ ποσώ, ανάγκη τρεις είναι κινήσεις, ποιου, ποσοΰ, τόπον κατ ουσίαν δ’ ου, διὰ τό μηθέν είναι ουσία εναντίον, ουδέ του πρός τι· ἔστι γάρ
1 τ4 JT Themiitius: -γ'αμ rb ΕΑΗ1 Physics. * vel τΑ EJ.
6 Aristotle generally distinguishes eight categories (originally ten, but he seems to have abandoned κιΐσθαι " position ” and Ιχειν “ state ” at an early date) i here he omits “ time ” as being relative to motion (it is that by which motion can be numerically estimated; ef XII. vi. 2, Physics 219 b 1) and therefore neither the subject nor the terminus of motion. Of Ross ad, loc.
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because “ not-while ” may be a man ; but that which is “ not so-and-so ” in an absolute sense does not admit of it at all), then “ what is not ” cannot be moved. If this is so, generation cannot be motion; for it is “ what is not ” that is generated. Foi even β if the generation is in the highest degree accidental, still it is true to say that not-bdng- is predicable of that which is generated absolutely. And the argument applies similarly to rest. Thus not only do these difficult conclusions follow, but also that everything which is moved is in α place, whereas “ what is not ” is not in a place ; for then it would be somewhere. Nor is destruction motion ; for the contrary of motion is motion or vest, but the contrary of destruction is generation. And since every motion is a kind 7 of change, and the three kinds of change are those which we have described,“ and of these those which relate to generation and destruction are not motions, and these are the changes between contradictories, the change from positive to positive must alone be motion. The subjects are either contraries or intermediates (for privative terras may also be regarded as contraries) and are denoted by a positive term—e.g.
“ naked ” or “ toothless ” or “ black.”
XII. Now since the categories are distinguished as substance, quality, place, activity or passivity, relation and quantity,* there must be three kinds of motion, in respect of quality, quantity and place. There is no motion e in respect of substance, because substance has no contrary ; nor of the relative,
‘ There is, however, change in respect of substance (generation and destruction), but this is between contradictories and is not motion in the strict sense. Of xi. 6, and § 4 below. The distinction between motion and change is not always maintained.
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βάλλει δτι φ υπάρχει εκείνο μεταβάλλει, ore μιν els επιστήμην ore δὲ els αγνοί αν}	Ἔτι els άπει-
ρον βαΒιειται, el ἔσται μεταβολή μεταβολή και γενεσεως γενεσις. ανάγκη δή και την πρότερον, el η ύστερα- οἶον el ή απλή yeveais εγίγνετό ποτε, και τὰ γιγνόμενον εγίγνετο*· ώστε ονπω ήν τὰ γιγνόμevov απλώς, αλλά τι γιγνόμενον [ή] γιγνό-μενον8 ηΒη.* και τοΰτ εγίγνετό ποτε, ώστ ούκ ην πω τότε γι γνόμενον. επει δέ των άπειρων ούκ ἔστι τι πρώτον, ούκ ἔσται τό πρώτον, ώστ’ ovSe τδ εχόμενον. ούτε γίγνεσθαι ούν οντε κινεΐσθαι οΐόν τε ούτε μεταβάΧλειν ονδέν.	‘Έτι τον αυτόν
κίνησις η εναντία και ήρέμησις, και yeveais καί φθορά- ώστε τό γιγνόμενον, δταν γενηται γιγνό-μενον, τότε φθείρεται- ούτε γάρ ευθύς γιγνόμενον ονθ' ύστερον είναι γάρ δεΐ τὰ φθειρόμενου. Ἔτι Set ύλην υπ είναι τω γιγνομενω καί μεταβάλλοντι. τις ούν ἔσται;—ώσπερ τό άλλοιωτόν σώμα η ψυχή, ούτω τί τό γιγνόμενον κίνησις η γενεσις; και ἔτι
1	Smith: vyleiav codd., Physics.
2	άττλώϊ iylyvero Ab.
8 τι yiyvbo.evov yiyvbvevov Bonitz: τι yiyvb^evov ytvbficvον E: τι yiyvapevoV άττλΰί τ) τβνόμενον J: τι yiyvbvevov καί yiy-νόμονον Physics FI: yiyvb/ievbv τι τ) γινόμενον Ab: yiyvbv^vov τό Physics E.
4 ήδη Ab Physics: d δη EJ.
“ sc, which is absurd.
6 That which comes to be must cease to be, and it can ce&se to be only when it exists. Therefore if that which comes to be comes to be coming to be, it must cease to be when it
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ing Ιο forgetting because the subject changes, now in the direction of knowledge and now in that of ignorance.
Further, we shall have, an infinite series if Lhere is 6 to be change of change and becoming of becoming, s,.c..n.i because if the latter of two becomings comes to be from the former, the former must, come to be too.
E.g., if simple becoming was once coming to be, that which comes to be something was also once coming to be. Therefore that which simply comes to be was not yet, but there was already something coming to be coming to be something. But this too was at one 7 time coming to be, and therefore it was not at that time coming to be something. But in infinite series there is no first term, and therefore in this series the first term cannot exist, nor can any subsequent t.evm. Therefore nothing cun be either generated or moved or changed
Further, the same thing which admits of motion Thud pnur admits also of the contrary motion and of rest, and that -which admits of generation admits also of destruction. Therefore that which comes to be, 8 when it has come to be coming to be, is then in course of perishing ° ; for it does not perish as soon as it is coming to be coming to be, nor afterwards, because that which is perishing must exist.b
Further, there must be some matter underlying Fourth that which is coming to be or changing. What prouf· then will it be ? What is it that becomes motion or generation in the same way as it is body or soul that undergoes change ? And moreover what is
is coming to be; before this it does not exist, but is only coming to be coining to be, and after this it is not '* that which comes to be ” but “ that which hns come to be.”
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τί els δ κινούνται; Set γὰρ etvai την τοΰδε εκ τοΰδε els τό δὲ κίνησιν η γένεσιν.1 πως οΰν; ον yap ἔσται μάθησις της μαθήσεως, ώστ ουδέ γένεσις γενέσεως.	Ἑ77€1 δ’ οΰτ ουσίας ούτε
τοΰ πράε τι ούτε του ποιεΐν και πάσχειν, λείττεται κατα τδ ποιόν και ποσόν και τόπον κίνησιν εΐναι-τούτων γὰρ έκάστω έναντίωσις ἔστιν, λέγω δέ τό ποιόν ον τό εν ττ} ουσία (και γάρ και ή δια φορά, ποιόν) άλλα, τό παθητικόν καθ' δ λέγεται πάσχειν η απαθές εΐναι. τό δὲ ακίνητον τό τε όλως αδύνατον κινηθή-ναι καί τὰ μόλις εν χρόνιο ττολλω η βραδέως άρχόμενον, και τό πεφυκός μεν κινεΐσθαι, /ιή δυνάμενον2 δέ οτε πέφυκε και ου και ως· ο καλώ ήρεμε ιν των ακινήτων μόνον· εναντίον γὰρ ηρεμία κινήσει, ώστε στέρησις αν εϊη τοΰ δεκτικού.
"Αμα κατά τόπον οσα εν ένι τόπω πρώτω, και χωρίς όσα έν άλλω. (εναντίον κατά τόπον τό κατ’ εύθεΐαν άπέχον πλεΐστον.)2 άπτεσθαι δέ ὥν τὰ άκρα άμα. μεταξύ δ’ εις ο πέφυκε πρότερον
1 ί yivtaiv Physics Ε·ΗΙ Alexander Simplicius: μη κίνησιν codd. yp. Alexander: καί μη κίνησιν Physics E1: μη κίνησιν ι) γύνατιν Physios F: μη κίνησιν άσλωι LaSSOn.
Ε μη Βονάμκνον] καί ίυνάμκνον, μ\) κινούμενον Physics.
8 έναντίον . . . ττλιΐστον hie posuis habent codd. post μιταβάΚΚον 1. SO.
• Of V. xiv.
4 i.e., -when they occupy one place to the exclusion of anything else. Of Physics 209 a 33-b I.
e I have transferred this sentence from the end of the section, where it is placed in the text, on the ground that it fits more naturally here. I suspect that it, like the displaced 118
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that which is the terminus of the motion ? For that which wc are considering must be a motion or generation of A from Β into C. How then cnn these con- Q litions he fulfilled? There can be no kwninn- of earning, and therefore there can be no generation jf generation.
Since there is no motion of substruice or of the ainticm |H in ■elative or of activity and passivity, it remains that ,'i'uiJI','^"1 :liere is motion in respect of quality, quantity and jlace ; for each of l.hcse admits of contrariety. By " ' 11 llu'
‘ quality " I mean not that which is in the substance ιον indeed even the differentia is a quality), hut the massive quality in virtue of which a thing is said to >e acted upon or to be immune from being acted ipon.0 The immovable is either that which is 10 vholly incapable of being moved, or that which is eavoely moved in the course of a long time or is slow n starting, ον I,hat which would naturally be moved jut cannot be moved at the time when nnd from the ilace whence and in the way in which it would lattirally be moved. This last is the only kind of immovable thing which I recognize as being at rest; or rest is contrary to motion, and so must be a privation of that which, admits of motion.
Things are “ together in place " which are in the π n-imary senseb in one place, and " separate ” variom vhich are in different places. “ Contrary in place ” dl‘,""tlon'1 s that which is at a maximum distance in a straight ine.0 Things are said to be “ in contact ’’ whose extremes are together in place. An “ intermediate ” s that, at which a changing thing which changes
>ortion of § 18, was originally a marginal note which was ater inserted in the body of the text, but in the wrong posi-ion.
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29 άφικνεΐσθαι τό μεταβάλλον ή εις δ έσχατον μετα-to βάλλει κατά. φύσιν τὰ συνεχώς μεταβάλλον. (έπε'ι
3	δέ πάσα μεταβολή εν rots αντικείμενου, ταντα δε
4	τά τ εναντία και άντίφασις, αντιφάσεις δέ ουδέ ν ο ὰνὰ μέσον, δήλον ως εν τοι? εναντίοις τό μεταξύ.)1
εξής δέ οΰ μετά τήν αρχήν οντος, θέσει ή εΐδει ή 32 αλλωί πως άφορισθέντος, μηθέν μεταξύ ἔστι των 88 έν ταύτώ γενει και οΰ εφεξής ἔστιν, οἶον γραμμα'ι S4 γραμμής ή μονάδες μονάδος ή οικίας οικία· άλλο 85 δ’ ούθέν κωλύει μεταξύ είναι· τό γὰρ εξής τινός ιο»β λ εφεξής καί ύστερόν τι· ον γάρ τό έν εξής των 2 δύο, ούδ' ή νουμηνία τής δευτέρας. έχόμενον δέ δ αν εξής ον άπτηται. τό δέ συνεχές δπερ έχό-β μενόν τι. λέγω1 δέ συνεχές όταν ταυτό γένηται καί έν τό έκατερου πέρας οἶ? άπτονται και συνέχονται, ώστε δήλον δτι τα συνεχές εν τούτοις εξ ὥν εν τι πέφυκε γίγνεσθαι κατά τήν σύναψιν. Και ίο οτι πρώτον τα εφεξής, δήλον τό γάρ εφεξής3 ούχ άπτεται, τούτο δ’ εφεξής· και ει συνεχές, άπτεται, el 8’ άπτεται, ουπω συνεχές, εν σίς δέ μή έστιν άφή, ον κ ἔστι συμφασις εν τούτοις. ὥστ’ ου κ ἔσπ στιγμή μονάδι τ αυτόν ταΐς μεν γάρ ύπάρχει τό άπτεσθαι, ταΐς δ’ οΰ, αλλά τό εφεξής· και τών μεν μεταξύ τι, τών δ’ ον.
1 Μ Si . . . μίταξύ hie ponenda ci. Pranti.
8 λέγω] i) άττόμενον. Xiyerai A\
8 i&t EJ.
* I have followed Prantl’s suggestion in transferring this sentence from the end of § 13.
11 i.e., the first day of the month.
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continuously in accordance with its nature naturally arrives before it arrives at the extreme into which it is changing. Since all change takes place between (13) opposites, and these are either contraries or contradictories, and contradictories have no middle term, clearly it. is to the sphere of contraries that the intermediate belongs." “ Successive ” is that which 12 comes after the beginning (the order being determined by position or form or in some other way) and has nothing of the same class between itself and that which it succeeds; e.g. lines in the ease of a line, and units in that of a unit, and λ house in the case of a house (hut there iq nothing to prevent something else from coming between). For that which is successive is a thing which is successive and posterior to some other thing. 1 is not successive to 2, nor is the new moon 6 to the second day of tlie month. “ Contiguous " is that which is successive 13 and in contact. The “ continuous ” is a species of the contiguous. I call two things continuous when 14 their respective boundaries, by which they are kept together in contact, become one and the same ; hence clearly the continuous belongs to the sphere of things whose nature it is to become one by contiguity.
Clearly “ successive ” is the most ultimate term ; for the successive need not be in contact, but contact implies succession ; and if there is continuity there is contact, but if there is contact there is not necessarily continuity ; and where there is no con-13 tact there is no coalescence. Therefore a point is not tlie same as a unit; for points admit of contact, whereas units do not, but only of succession; and between points there is something inlermediate, but between units there is not.
121
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Ι. Πορΐ της ουσίας ή θεωρία· των yap ουσιών αἱ άρχαί και τα αίτια ζητούνται, και γαρ el <hs 20 όλον τι το παν, ή ούσία πρώτον μέρος· και el τω εφεξής, καν ουτω πρώτον ή ουσία, εἶτα το ποιόν, είτα τα ποσόν. άμα δ’ ούό’ όντα ως είπεΐν απλώς ταΰτα,1 αλλά ποιότητες καί κινήσεις, η2 και το ου λευκόν και τα ουκ εύθν· λόγο μεν γοϋν είναι και ταΰτα, οἶον “ ἔστιν ού λευκόν.” ετι ούδεν τών is ὰλλων χωριστόν, μαρτυροϋσι δέ και οι αρχαίοι ἔργω· τής γαρ ουσίας εζήτουν άρχάς και στοιχεία και αίτια. οἱ μεν οδν νυν τὰ καθόλου ουσία? μάλλον τιθεασιν τὰ γὰρ γένη καθόλου, α φασιν άρχάς καί ουσίας είναι μάλλον διὰ τὰ λογικώς ζητεΐν· οι δέ πάλαι τα καθ’ έκαστα,3 οἶον πΰρ καί 30 γην, άλλ' ού το κοινόν σώμα. Ούσίαι δέ τρεις, μία μεν αισθητή—ής ή μεν άιδιος ή δέ φθαρτή, ψ πάντες όμολογοΰσιν, οἶον τα φυτά καί τα ζώα [ή δ’ ὰἶδιο?]1—ής ανάγκη τὰ στοιχεία λαβείν, είτε εν είτε πολλά· άλλη δὲ ακίνητος, καί ταυτην φασι τινες
1 τ Άλλα Ab yp. E Themistius. a ^ ΕΑ*Τ Themistius.	3 Ικαστον EJ.
4 om. Themiatius, Alexander apud Averrocm.
“ Of ch. s. 14, XIV. iiL 9.
6	Platonists.	■ i.e., the celestial bodies.
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I. Our inquiry is concerned with substance; for »»«<«'xi ι it is the principles and causes of substances that we are investigating. Indeed if the universe is to be regarded as a whole, substance is its first part ; and μ%*τ»·π. if it is to be regarded ns « succession/* even so sub- Stiiwiam». ι» stance is first, then quality, then quantity. More-over, llie latter hardly exist at all in the full sense, but are merely qualifications and affections of Being. Otherwise “ not-white ” and “ not-straiglit ” would also exist ; at any rate we say that they too “ arc,” e.g., “ it is not white.” Further, none of the other 2 categories is separately existent. Even the ancients in effect testify to this, for it was of substance that they sought the principles and elements and causes. Present-day thinkers 6 tend to regard universals as substance, because genera are universal, and they hold that these are more truly principles and substances because they approach the question theoretically ; but the ancients identified substance with particular things, e.g. fire and earth, and not with body in general,
Now there are three kinds of substance. One is 3 sensible (and may be either eternale or perishable ; sutwumce the latter, e.g. plants and animals, is universally recognized); of this we must apprehend the ele- mm ewnui, merits, whether they are one or many. Another is ^
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35 εἶναι1 χωριστήν, οἱ μέν els δύο διαιροΰντες, οι δέ els μίαν φύσιν τιθέντες τὰ εΐδη και τὰ μαθηματικά, οι δέ τὰ μαθηματικά μόνον τούτων, εκεΐναι μεν δή 1089 6 φυσικής (μετά κινήσεως yap), αντη δ’ ετερας, el μηδεμία αύτοΐς αρχή κοινή. Ή δ’ αίσθητή ουσία μεταβλητή, ει δ’ ή μεταβολή εκ των άντικειμέ-5 νων ή των μεταξύ, αντικείμενων δέ μή πάντων (ου λευκόν γάρ ή φωνή) αλλ’ εκ του εναντίον, ανάγκη ύπεΐναί τι τὰ μεταβάλλον els τήν εναντίωσιν ου γάρ τα εναντία μεταβάλλει.
II. Ἔτι τό μεν υπομένει, το δ’ εναντίον ούχ υπομένει· ἔστιν α ρα τι τρίτον παρά τα εναντία, ή ίο ΰλη. ει δή αι μεταβολαι τέτταρες, ή κατά το τί* ή κατά τό ποιόν ή ποσόν ή που, και γένεσις μεν ή απλή καί φθορά ή κατά τάδε, αϋξησις δε και φθίσις ή κατά τό ποσόν, άλλοίωσις δέ ή κατά τό πάθος, φορά δε ή κατά τόπον, εις εναντιώσεις αν εΐεν τάς καθ’ έκαστον αι μεταβολαι. ανάγκη δή μετα-lb βάλλειν τήν ύλην δυναμένην άμφω' έπε'ι δέ διττόν τό ον, μεταβάλλει παν εκ του δυνάμει οντος els τό ένεργεία ον, οἶον εκ λευκόν δυνάμει εις τό ενεργείς λευκόν (ομοίως δε και επ' ανξήσεως και φθίσεως) -ώστε ού μόνον κατά συμβεβηκός ενδέχεται γίγνεσθαι έκ μή οντος, ὰλλὰ και εξ οντος γίγνεται πάντα, 1 φαεί τινα είναι] nvis etval φάει Ab. a τί scrips! ι τί.
a These three views were Xenocrates and Speusippus. and tee Vol, I, Introd. p. xxiv. 6 Of X. vii.
0 i.e., contrary qualities. O
held respectively by Plato, Of. VII. ii. s, 41 XIII. i. 4,
y. viii. v. x.
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immutable, which certain thinkers hold to exist (ι·) μ separately; some dividing it into two classes, others combining the Forms and the objects ofj™’]’. mathematics into a single clnss, and others recog- .ibi··. nizing only the objects of mathematics as of this nature." The first two kinds of substance come within the scope of physics, since they involve motion; the last belongs to some other science, if there is no principle common to all three.
Sensible substance is liable to change. Now if β change proceeds from opposites or intermediates—.Vi.m not however from all opposites (for speech is not white), but only from the contrary b—then there must be something underlying which changes into ρΐι“ -the opposite contrary; for the contraries « do not change.
II.	Further, something persists, whereas the con-Tin. ι trary does not persist. Therefore besides the con- ^“,[1 traries there is some third thing, the matter. Now if change is of four kinds, in respect either of substance or of quality or of quantity or of place, and if change of substance is generation or destruction in the simple sense, and change of quantity is increase or decrease, and change of affection is alteration, and change of place is locomotion, then changes must be in each case into the corresponding contrary state. It must 2 be the matter, then, which admits of both contraries, that changes. And since “ that which is ” is twofold, everything changes from that which, is potentially to that which 5s actually ; e.g. from potentially white to actually white. The same applies to increase and decrease. Hence not only may there be generation accidentally from that which is not, but also everything is generated from that which is, but is poten-125
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1060 b _	,	,	„	, ν„	,
20 δυνάμει μέντοι οντος, εκ μή οντος σε ενεργειρ. καί τοΰτ ἔσπ το 'Αναξαγόραν ἔν· βέλτιον yap η “ ό/-χοΰ πάντα ”—καί Ἑ/ιττεδοκλέον? τό μίγμα και ’Αναξίμανδρου, και ως Αημόκριτός φησιν—“ ήν όμοΰ πάντα δυνάμει, ενεργεία δ’ ου ”■ ώστε τής ΰλης αν εΐεν ημμενοι. πάντα δ’ ύλην έχει οσα ν, μεταβάλλει, άλλ’ έτέραν καί των άϊδίων οσα μη γενητά* 1 κινητά δέ φορά, άλλ’ ου γενητήν,1 άλλα ποθεν π οι.	Άπορήσειε δ’ αν τις εκ ποιου μή
οντος ή γενεσις· τριχώς γάρ το μή ον. ει δή τι ἔστι δυνάμει, άλλ’ όμως ού του τυχόντος, άλλ’ έτερον εξ so ετέρου. ούδ’ ικανόν οτ ι όμοΰ πάντα χρήματα· διαφέρει γάρ τή ύλη, επεί διὰ τί άπειρα έγένετο ὰλλ’ ουχ εν; ό γάρ νους εις, ωστ’ ει καί ή νλη μία, εκείνο εγενετο ένεργεία οδ ή νλη ήν δυνάμει, τρία δη τὰ αίτια καί τρεις αι άρχαι, δύο μεν ή εναντίωσις, ής τό μεν λόγος καί είδος τὰ δε στέρησις, τό δέ τρίτον ή ϋλη.
85 III. Μετὰ ταυτα ότι ου γίγνεται ούτε ή ΰλη ούτε τό είδος, λέγω δε τὰ έσχατα, παν γάρ μεταβάλλει 1 γενν??τά , . . γεννητἡν
" Fr. 1 (Diels).
1 In this passage I follow Ross’s punctuation and interpretation, which seem to me to be certainly right. Anaxagoras’s undifferentiated infinity of homoeomeroub particles (although contrasted with the unifying principle of Mind, of I. viii. 14) can be regarded as in a sense a unity. Again, μι·γμα (as Ross points out) in its Aristotelian sense of “ com-
Slete fusion ” is a fair description of Anaximander's “ in-eterminate.” The general meaning of the passage is that m each of the systems referred to the material principle in its elemental state should have been described as existing only potentially.
• Of ch. i. 3, VIII. i. 7, 8.
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tially and is not acLually. And this is the " one " υf 3 Anaxagoras; for his ‘‘all things weve together,” n and the “ mixture ” of Empedocles nnd Anaximander and the doctrine of Democritus would be bettor expressed as “ nil things were together potentially, but not actually.” 6 Hence these thinkers must have 4 had some conception of matter. All things which uitirro.it change !iavemattei\but different things have different diSnt’'1' kinds ; and of eternal thing's such as are not generable but are movable by locomotion have matter ; matter,"1,1 however, which .admits not of generation, but of motion from one place to another.0
One might raise the question from what sort of “ not-being ” generation takes place ; for not-being has three senses.'2 If a thing exists through a potentiality, nevertheless it is not through a potentiality for any cliaiice thing ; different, things are derived from different things. Nor is it satisfactory to say β that “ all things were together,” for they differ in their matter, since otherwise why did they become an infinity and not one ? For Minil is one ; so lliat if matter is also one, only that could have come to be in actuality whose matter existed potentially. The Thom causes and principles, then, are three ; two being the jjjj* pair of contraries, of which one is the formula or form form, ρι’κ-a-and tile other the privation, and the third being the tin"',"',l-L'T· matter.®
III.	We must next observe * that neither matter ομιογμιο. nor form (I mean in the proximate sense) is generated.
J i.e., (I) the negation of a category, (2) falsity, (3) unrealized potentiality. Cf XIV. ii. 10.
« This classification is found in Physics I. vi., vii., but is foreign to the main treatise of the Metaphysics. See Vol. I. Introd. ρ xxviii.
/ See VoL I. Introd. p. xxxii.
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1070 a τι και ύπό τινος καί els τι· ύν, οό μεν, του πρώτου κινοϋντος· ο δέ, ή υλη· els ο δὲ, το είδος■ εις άπειρον οΰν εΐσιν, el μη μόνον ό χαλκός γίγ-verai στρογγυλός άλλα και τό στρογγυλόν η 6 χαλκάς· ανάγκη δή στήναι.	Mem ταυτα οτι
5	έκαστη έκ συνώνυμου γίγνεται ουσία1· τα γάρ φύσει ούσίαι καί τὰλλα· η γάρ τέχνη η φύσει γίγνεται η τάχη η τω αντομάτορ. ή μεν οΰν τέχνη αρχή εν άλλφΐ ή δε φύσις αρχή έν αυτοί (άνθρωπος γάρ άνθρωπον γεννφ), αι δὲ λοιπαι αΐτίαι στερήσεις τούτων.
ίο Ούσίαι δὲ τρεις, ή μεν ύλη τόδε τι ουσα τω π φαίνεσθαι (οσα γάρ εστιν άφή και μή συμφύσει, 2U ύλη και υποκείμενον, {οἶον πΰρ, σαρξ, κεφαλή, άπαντα γάρ ύλη έστί, καί τής μάλιστ ούσίας ή 2ΐ, 12 τελευταία>*), ή δέ φύσις τάδε τι καί ἔξω τις εις ήιΡ· is ἔτι τρίτη ή εκ τούτων ή καθ' έκαστο., οἶον Σωκράτης ή Καλλία?. επί μεν οΰν τινων τό τάδε τι ι* ονκ ἔστι παρά την συνθέτην ουσίαν (οἶον οικίας τό ΐ"> είδος, εΐ μή ή τέχνη· ούδ' εστι γένεσις και φθορά
1 ή οίσία Ab.
a οΐον . . . τελευταία hie ponenda uidit Alexander! habent codd. post τούτων 19 infra.
8 καί ?£is ns els ijv Be&sarion, fort. Alexander· eis fy καί ifis r« codd.
“ In natural reproduction the generative principle Is obviously in the parent. But the offspring is in a sense a part of the parent, and so Aristotle identifies the two.
4 Ο/. XI. Viil. 12 n.
“ Aristotle is contrasting proximate with primary matter. Fire, the primary matter of a man, is a simple undifferentiated dement which cannot be perceived as .such, and has no Individuality. The head, and the other parte of the body, 128
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All change is of some subject by some agent into some object. The agent is the immediate mover; the subject is the matter ; and the object is the foim. Thus the process will go on to infinity if not oiiiy the bronze comes to be round, but also rouiulne.ss or bronze comes to be; there must, then, be some stopping-point.
We must next observe that every substance is generated from something which has the same name (“ substances ” including not only natural but all other products). Things are generated either by art or by nature or by chance or spontaneously. Art is a generative principle in something else ; nature is a generative principle in the subject itself« (for man begets man); tne other causes are privations of these.6
There are three kinds of substance : (i.) matter, which exists individually in virtue of being apparenta (for everything which is characterized by contact and not by coalescence is matter and substrate ; e.g. fire, flesh and head ; these are all matter, and the last is the matter of a substance in the strictest sense); (ii.) the " nature ” α (existing individually)—i.e. a kind of positive state which is the terminus of motion ; and (iii.) the particular combination of these, e.g. S Socrates or Callias. In some cases the individuality ”
aa.
does not exist apart from the (e.g., the form of a house does except as the art of building ; liable to generation and des considered merely as ... organic unity, are the proximate perceptible and individual. Fl< the matter in an intermediate stage. a i.e., form,
VOL. n	κ
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κι τούτων, άλλ’ άλλον τρόπον ε'ισ ϊ καί ου κ είσίν οΙκία
17	τε ή άνευ ύλης καί ύγίεια και παν τό κατά τε-
18	χνην), άλλ' ε’ίπερ, επί των φύσει· διὰ δή ου κακώς
10 Πλάτων1 όψη οτι εἴδη εστ'ιν όπόσα φύσει, εϊπερ 2ΐ ἔστιν εί'δη άλλα τούτων.	Τὰ μεν οΰν κινοΰντα
-- αίτια ως προγεγενημενα όντα, τὰ δ’ ως ο λόγος άμα.
οτε γάρ υγιαίνει ό άνθρωπος, τότε και ή ύγίεια ἔστιν, και τό σχήμα τής χαλκής σφαίρας άμα και 20 ή χάλκη σφαίρα, ει δέ καί ύστερόν τι ΰπομενει, σκεπτέον επ' εν ίων γάρ ούδεν κωλύει, οἶον ει ή φυχή τοιοΰτον (μή πάσα, άλλ' ό νοΰς· πάσαν γάρ αδύνατον ίσως). φανερόν δή ότι ούδεν δεΐ διά γε ταϋτ είναι τάς ιδέας· άνθρωπος γάρ άνθρωπον γέννα, ό καθ' έκαστον τον τινα. ομοίως δε και 80 επί των τεχνών ή γάρ Ιατρική τέχνη ο λόγος τής ύγιείας ἔστι.
IV. Τὰ δ’ αἴτια καί αι άρχαί άλλα άλλων ἔστιν ως, ἔστι S’ ως, αν καθόλου λεγη τις καί κατ’ αναλογίαν, ταύτά πάντων, απόρησειε γάρ αν τις πότερον ετεραι ή αἱ αύταί άρχαί καί στοιχεία των $ι ουσιών καί τών προς τι, καί καθ' εκάστην δη των κατηγοριών ομοίως, άλλ' άτοπον ει ταύτά πάντων εκ τών αυτών γάρ ἔσται τὰ π ρος τι καί ή 1070 6 ούσία. τί οΰν τοϋτ ἔσται; παρά γάρ την ουσίαν καί τὰλλα τὰ κατηγορούμενα ουδόν εστι κοινόν· 1 ό Πλάτω* * Ab.
α i.e., in the mind of the architect or dodor.
* See Vol. I. Introd. p. xxi. o i.e., such as to survive after death.
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distinct sense in which “ house ” and “ health ” and every artificial product, considered in the abstract, do or do not exist®) ; if it does so at all, it does so in the case of natural objects.^ Hence Plato was not fav wrong in saying6 that there are as many Forms as there are kinds of natural objects : that is if there are Forms distinct from the things of our world.
Moving causes are causes in the sense of pre- 5 existent things, but formal causes coexist with their effects. For it is when the man becomes healthy that health exists, and the shape of the bronze sphere comes into being simultaneously with the bronze sphere. Whether any form remains also afterwards 6 is another question. In some cases there is nothing to prevent this, e.g, the soul may be of this nature0 (not all of it, but the intelligent part j for presumably all of it cannot be). Clearly then there is no need on these grounds for the Ideas to exist; for man begets man, the individual begetting the particular person. And the same is true of the arts, for the art of medicine is the formula of health.
IV.	In one sense the causes and principles are Difroimic different for different things ; but in another, if one affiil?1' speaks generally and analogically, they are the .same “«•«’· for all. For the question might be raised whether the principles and elements of substances and of relations are the same or different; and similarly with respect to each of the other categories. But it is absurd that they should be the same for all; for then relations and substance would have the same constituents. What then can their common con- 2 stituent be ? For there is nothing common to and yet distinct from substance and the other predicable categories, yet the element is prior to that of which 131
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πρότερον 8ἔ τὰ στοιχείον ή ὥνι στοιχείον, αλλά μήν οΰδ’ ή ουσία στοιχείον των προς τι, ουδέ τούτων ούδέν της ουσίας, ἔτι πώς ενδέχεται πανί των είναι ταύτά στοιχεία; ούδέν γάρ οἶον τ’ εἶναι των στοιχείων τω εκ* στοιχείων συγκείμενοι τὰ αύτό, οἶον τω ΒΑ τὰ Β ή Α (ουδέ δη των νοητών στοιχείον ἔστιν, οἶον τὰ εν η το ον ύπάρχει γάρ ταΰτα έκάστω και των συνθέτων), ούδέν άρ' ἔσται αύτών ούτ ούσία ούτε π ρος τι· ίο άλλ' άναγκαΐον. ούκ ἔστιν άρα πάντων ταύτά στοιχεία.
Ἦ ώσπερ λέγομεν, ἔστι μεν ως, ἔστι δ’ ως ου, οἶον ίσως των αισθητών σωμάτων ώς μέν είδος τὰ θερμόν και άλλον τρόπον το ψυχρόν η στέρησις, ύλη δέ το δυνάμει ταΰτα πρώτον καθ' αυτό, ούσίαι δέ ταΰτα τε και τὰ εκ τούτων ὥν is άρχαι ταΰτα, η ει τι εκ θερμοΰ και ψυχρόν γίγνεται έν, οἶον σάρζ η όστοΰν· έτερον γάρ ανάγκη εκείνων είναι τό γενόμενον. τούτων μέν οΰν ταύτά στοιχεία και άρχαι, άλλων δ’ άλλα· πάντων δέ ουτω μέν είπειν ούκ ἔστιν, τέρ ανάλογου δέ, ώσπερ ει τις ε'ίποι ότι άρχαι είσι τρεις, το είδος καί ή στέρησις και ή ύλη. άλλ' έκαστον τούτων έτερον 20 περί έκαστον γένος έστίν, οἶον έν χρώματι λευκόν, μελαν, επιφάνεια· φως, σκότος, αήρ, εκ δέ τούτων ημέρα και νύξ. επεϊ δὲ ού μόνον τὰ ένυπάρχοντα 1 ών έστί τό EJ.	a in τϋν FJ.
α Unity and being are called intelUgibles as being· the most universal predicates and as contrasted with particulars, which are sensible.
b This apparently refers to the elements; fire and air are hot matter, water and earth cold matter.
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it is an element. Moreover substance is not an element of relations, nor is any of the latter an element of .substance. Further, how can all the categories have the same dements ? For no element 3 can lie the same as that which is composed of elements ; e.g., neither Β nor A can be the same as BA (nor indeed can any of the " intelligibles,"a e.g. Unity or Being, be an element; for these apply in every case, even to composite things) ; hence no element can be either substance or relation. But it must be one or the other. Therefore the categories have not nil the same elements.
The truth is that, as we say, in one sense all things 4 have the same elements and in another they have not. but E.g., the elements of sensible bodies are, let us say,
(1) as form, the hot, and in another sense the cold, ‘j'" which is the corresponding privation ; as matter, that ‘ which directly and of its own nature is potentially hot or cold. And not only these are substances, but so are (2) the compounds6 of which they are principles, and (S) any unity which is generated from hot and cold, e.g. flesh or bone j for the product of hot and cold must be distinct from them, These things, then, 6 have the same elements and principles, although specifically different things have specifically different elements; we cannot, however, say that all things have the same elements in this sense, but only by analogy : i.e,, one might say that there are three principles, form, privation and matter. But each of 9 these is different in respect of each class of things, e.g., in the case of colour they are white, black, surface ; or again there is light, darkness and air, of which day and night are composed. And since not only things which are inherent in an object are its
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αἴτια, ὰλλὰ καί των εκτός οἶον το κινούν, δήλον οτι ετερον αρχή και στοιχείον αἴτια δ’ άμφω· a> και εις ταΰτα διαιρείται ή αρχή, τὰ δ’ ώς κινούν ή ἱστὰν ὰ/>χή τι? και ουσία, ώστε στοιχεία μέν κατ’ αναλογίαν τρία, αίτίαι δέ και άρχαί τίτταρες· άλλο δ’ εν άλλω, καί το πρώτον αίτιον ως κινούν άλλο αλλω. ύγίεια, νόσοι, σώμα · τὰ κινούν Ιατρική. είδος, αταξία τοιαδί, πλίνθοι· τὰ κινούν οικοδομική. so [καί εις ταΰτα διαιρείται ή αρχή.]1 επεί δε το κινούν εν μεν τοι? φυσικοις άνθρώπω* * άνθρωπος, εν 8ε τοΐς από διανοίας το είδος ή τό εναντίον, τρόπον τινα τρία αίτια αν εΐη, ώδί δὲ τετταρα. νγιεία γάρ πως rj ιατρική, καί οικίας είδος ή οικοδομική, και άνθρωπος άνθρωπον γεννγ ἔτι so παρά, ταΰτα τό ως* πρώτον πάντων κινούν πάντα.
V.	Έπεί δ’ έστι τὰ μεν χωριστά τα δ' ου mu χωριστά, ούσίαι άκεΐνα. καί διά τούτο πάντων αἴτια ταΰτα,4 ἔτι τών οΰσιώυ ανευ ου κ ἔστι τὰ πάθη καί αι κινήσεις, επειτα ἔσται ταΰτα ψυχή ίσως καί σώμα, ή νοΰς και ορεξις καί σώμα, ἔτι δ’ άλλον τρόπον τω άνάλογον άρχαί αι αύταί, οἶον α ίνεργεια καί δόναμις· άλλα καί ταΰτα άλλα τε άλλοις καί άλλως, εν ενίοις μεν γάρ τό αυτό ότε μέν ενεργεία ἔστιν ότε δέ δυνάμει, οἶον οίνος ή 1 καί . , . άρχή om, Α15 Alexander.
* άνθρώττψ Zeller ϊ Ανθρώπου E Alexanders om. AbJ.
! τί is Bonitz i ils τό.
1 ταύτά Christ: ταθτα.
o For the first time the ultimate efficient cause ie distinguished from the proximate. Aristotle is leading up to the description of the Prime Mover which occupies the latter half of the book.
* See Vol. I. Introd. p. xxxii.
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causes, but also certain external tilings, e.g. the moving cause, clearly “ principle ” and “ element ” are not the same ; but both are causes. Principles arc divided into these two kinds, and that which moves a thing or brings it to rest is a kind of principle and substance. Thus analogically there are three 7 elements and four causes or principles ; but they are different in different cases, and the proximate moving cause is different in different oases. Health, disease, body ; and the moving cause is the art of medicine.
Form, a particular kind of disorder, bricks ; and the moving cause is the art of building. And since in the 8 sphere of natural objects the moving cause of man is man, while in the sphere of objects of thought the moving cause is the form or its contrary, in one sense there are three causes and in another four. For in a sense the art of medicine is health, and the art of building is the form of a house, and man begets man ; but besides these there is that which as first of all things moves all things.0
V. Now since some things can exist in separation and others cannot, it is the former that are substances. And therefore all things have the same causes, because without substance there can be no affections and motions. Next we shall see b that these causes are probably soul and body, or mind, appetite and body." Again, there is another sense Actutiiuy^ in which by analogy the principles are the same, Jut/nre viz. actuality and potentiality; but these are *^soll t,, different for different things, and apply to them in ail ωηκβ. different ways. For in some cases the same thing 2 exists now actually and now potentially ; e.g. wine
" Aristotle is thinking of animals and human beings, which are substances in the truest sense.
m
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σαρξ ή άνθρωπος (πίπτει δέ καί ταΰτα sir τὰ είρημένα αἴτια· ένεργεία μεν γαρ τό είδος, εάν ή χωριστόν, και τό εξ άμφοΐν, στέρησις τε1 οἶον ίο σκότος η κάμνον, δυνάμει δε ή ΰλψ τούτο γαρ εστι τό δυνάμενον γίγνεσθαι άμφω)· άλλως δ’ ενεργείς καί δυνάμει διαφέρει, ών μη ἔστιν ή αύτη νλη, ὥν {ένίωνΥ ούκ ἔστι τὰ αυτό είδος ὰλλ’ έτερον, ώσπερ ανθρώπου αίτιον τά τε στοιχεία, πΰρ καί 16 γη ώς νλη καί τό ἴδιον είδος, καί ἔτι8 τι άλλο ἔξω, οἶον ό πατήρ, καί παρά ταΰτα ό ήλιος καί 6 λοξός κύκλος, ούτε νλη όντα οΰτ είδος οΰτε στέρησις οϋτε όμοειδές, αλλά κινοΰντα. Ἔτι δέ όρον δει οτι τά μεν καθόλου ἔστιν είπεΐν, τα δ’ ου. πάντων δη πρώται άρχαί τό ένεργεία πρώτον τοδί* * καί άλλο 20 ο δυνάμει, εκείνα μεν οΰν καθόλου* ούκ ἔστιν αρχή γάρ τό καθ' έκαστον των καθ' έκαστον■ άνθρωπος μεν γάρ ανθρώπου καθόλου, ὰλλ ου κ εστιν ούδείς, αλλά Πηλεσ? Άχιλλέως, σου δε ό πατήρ, καί τοδί τό Β τουδί τοΰ ΒΑ, όλω? δέ τὰ Β τοΰ απλώς ΒΑ. έπειτα ει δη* τά των ουσιών, άλλα 2ί δε άλλων αίτια καί στοιχεία, ώσπερ ελέχθη, τών
1 τε Ross i δδ.
a ών ένίων Ross: ών codd. Alexander: καί ών yp, E, Themistius: ή ών Zeller.
» εΐ EJ.	* τιρ είδει A11: τδ είδει recc.
* καθόλου Α6: τά καθόλου EJ Alexander.
0 ει Si] Rolfes: είδη AbJs Alexander: ήδη EJ11 τ4 είδη Christ,
•	i.e., of acquiring either of the contrary qualities distinguished by the form and the privation.
*	The sun, moving in the ecliptic, approaches nearer to the earth in summer, causing generation, and recedes farther 186
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or flesh or man (actuality and potentiality also fall under the causes as already described ; for the form exists actually if it is separable, and so does the compound of form and matter, nnd the privation, e.g. darkness or disease; and the matter exists potentially, for it is this which has the potentiality of becoming both “) ; but the distinction in virtue 3 of actuality and potentiality applies in a different sense to cases where the matter of cause and effect is not the same, in some of which the form is not the same but different. E.g., the cause of a man is (i) his elements: fire and earth as matter, and the particular form ; (ii) some external formal cause, viz. his father ; and besides these (in) the sun and the ecliptic,6 which are neither matter nor form nor privation nor identical in form with him, but cause motion.
Further, we must observe that some causes can be stated universally, but others cannot. The proxi- 4 mate principles of all things are the proximate actual individual and another individual which exists potentially.0 Therefore the proximate principles are not universal. For it is the particular that is the principle of particulars ; “ man " in general is the principle of “ man ” in general, but there is no such person as “ man,” whereas Peleus is the principle of Achilles and your father of you, and this particular Β of this particular BA ; but Β in general is the principle of BA regarded absolutely. Again, 8 even if the causes of substances are universal, still, as has been said/ different things, i.e. things which from the earth in winter, causing destruction. Cf ch. yi.
10 n., De Gen. at Carr. 836 a 33.
0 i.e., the proximate efficient cause and proximate matter.
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107i & μή εν ταύτώ γένει, χρωμάτων, ψόφων, ουσιών, ποσότητας, πλην τω ανάλογου· καί των iv ταύτώ «ἴδὲι έτερα, ούκ εϊδει, ὰλλ’ ότι τών καθ' έκαστον άλλο, ή τε ση ϋλη και τὰ €ἶδο<τ καλ το κίνησαν1 και ή έμή, τω καθόλου δέ λόγω τ αυτά.	Τὰ δὲ
go ζητεΐν rives άρχαι η στοιχεία τών ουσιών και προς τι και ποιων, πάτερου αι αυται η ετεραι, δήλον οτι πολλαχώς γε* * λεγομένων ἔστιν έκαστου, δι-αιρεθέντων δέ ου ταύτά ὰλλ* έτερα, πλήν ώδι και πάντων· ώδι μεν ταύτά η το* ανάλογου, οτι ύλη, 35 είδος, στέρησις, το κινούν, και ώδ'ι τὰ τών ουσιών αίτια ώς αΐτια πάντων, οτι αναιρείται αναιρούμενων· ἔτι τὰ πρώτον έντελεχείψ ώδϊ δὲ έτερα πρώτα όσα τα εναντία α μήτε ώς γένη λέγεται 10716 μήτε πολλαχώς λέγεται ■ και ετι αι ΰλαι. Τινες μεν οΰν αι άρχαι τών αισθητών και πόσοι, και πώς αι ανταί και πώς ετεραι, εϊρηται.
VI. Ἑ7Γ€ι δ’ ήσαν τρεις ούσίαι, δύο μεν α! φυσικοί, μία δέ ή ακίνητος, περί ταντης λεκτέον,
1 καί τό eWos καί τό («.φταί'] καί τδ κίνησαν καί τί eldos Ab.
‘ ye Christ t τε.	« τi Ross: τφ.
1S8
“ *·«., the prime mover.
individual forms and privations of individual things.
* Ch. i. S, 4.
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are not in the same genus, as colours, sounds, substances and quantity, have different causes and elements, except in an analogical sense; and the causes of things which are in the same species nre different, not in species, but because the causes of individuals are different: your matter nnd form and moving cause being different from mine, although in their universal formula they nre the same.
As for tlic question what are the principles or 6 elements of substances and relations and qualities, whether they art the same or different, it is evident that when the terms “ principle " and " element ” are used with several meanings they are the same for everything; but when the meanings are distinguished, they are not the same but different; except that in α certain sense they are the same for all. In a certain sense they are the same or analogous, because (a) everything lias matter, form, privation and a moving cause; (b) the causes of substances may be legarded as the causes of all things, since if substances are destroyed everything is destroyed ; and farther (c) that which is first in complete reality “ is the cause of all things. In another sense, however, 7 proximate causes are different; there are as many proximate causes as there are contraries which are predicated neither as genera nor with a variety of meanings6; and further the particular material causes are different.
Thus we have stated what the principles of sensible things are, and how many they are, and in what sense they are the same and in what sense different.
VI.	Since we have seene that there are three Th«* urn kinds of substance, two of which ave -natural and imnlutau one immutable, we must now discuss the last named *nb«unoe 139
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5 ἔτι ανάγκη etvcu ὰἶδιον τινα1 ουσίαν ακίνητον, αἴ τε γάρ ούσίαι πρώται τὥν οντων, και el πασαι φθαρταί, -πάντα φθαρτά, άλλ' ὰδόνατον κίνησιν η γενέσθαι η φθαρήναι· αει γὰρ ήν· ούδε χρόνον· ου γαρ οἶόν τε τὰ πρότερον και ύστερον etvai μη οντος χρόνον, και η κίνησις άρα οντω συνεχής ίο ώσπερ και 6 χρόνος' η γαρ τό αυτό η κινήσεώς τι πάθος, κίνησις δ’ ου κ ἔστι συνεχής ὰλλ’ η η κατα τόπον, και ταύτης η κύκλω.	’Αλλὰ μην ει
ἔσται8 κινητικόν η ποιητικόν, μη ενεργούν δέ τι, ου κ ἔσται3 κίνησις· ενδέχεται γαρ τό δύναμιν ἔχον μη ένεργεϊν. ούθέν άρα όφελος ούδ' εάν ουσίας ποιη-15 σωμεν άιδίους, ώσπερ οι τα εϊδη, ει μή τις δυνα-μένη ένέσται αρχή μεταβάλλειν. ον τοίνυν ούδ' αυτή ικανή, ούδ' άλλη ούσία παρά τὰ είδη· ει γαρ μή ενεργήσει, ούκ ἔσται κίνησις, ἔτι ούδ' ει ενεργήσει, ή δ’ ούσία αυτής δύναμις· ού γάρ ἔσται κίνησις άΐδιος· ενδέχεται γάρ τό δυνάμει ον μή 20 εΐναι. δει άρα είναι αρχήν τοιαυτην ής ή ούσία ενέργεια, ἔτι τοίνυν ταντας δει τάς ούσίας εΐναι άνευ νλης· άιδίους γάρ δει, εΐπερ γε και άλλο τι άίδιον. ενέργεια1 άρα. Καίτοι απορία· δοκεΐ 1 άίΰιον ril'd] τινα ΑΙίιο» Ab.
8 (ττι Α* *’ Alexander.	* (ττι EAb.
4 deepyctf ΕΓ.
•	Cf Physics VIII. l.-lii.
*	The armament seems to be s If we assume that time was
rerated, It follows that before that there was no time; but very term “ before ” implies time. The same applies to the destruction of time.
• Of. XI. xii. I a.
* These statements are proved in Physics VIII. viii., ix.
* As there is not, according to Aristotle; of I. vii. 4.
* Aristotle is now thinking not only of the prime mover 140
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and show that there must be some aubst.uif'c which is eternal and immutable, Substances «re the primary reality, and if they are ult perishable, everything is perishable. But motion cannot be either generated or destroyed, for it always existed “ ; nor can time, because there can be no priority or posteriority if there is no time.6 Hence as time 2 is continuous, so too is motion: for time is either identical with motion or an affection of it.c But there is no continuous motion except that which is spatial, and of spatial motion only that which is circular.d
But even if we are to suppose that there is some- τι, thing which is lcinetic and productive although it ™" does not actually move or produce, there will not .1» necessarily be motion ; for that which lias a poten-tiality may not actualize it. Thus it, will nol help 3 matters if we posit eternal substances, as do the ωι_„ exponents of the Forms, unless there is in them some principle which can cause change/ And even this is not enough, nor is it enough if there is another substance besides the Forms ; for unless it actually functions there will not be motion. And it will 4 still not be enough even if it does function, if its essence is potentiality ; for there will not be eternal motion, since that which exists potentially may not exist. Therefore there must be a principle of this kind whose essence is actuality. Furthermore these substances1 must he immaterial; for they must be eternal if anything is. Therefore they are actuality.
There is a difficulty, however ; for it seems that δ
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γάρ τὰ μέν ενεργούν παν δύνασθαι, τὰ δέ δυνάμενον οϋ 7τάν ενεργεϊν, ὥστε 7τρότερον εΐναι τήν δύναμιν. ὰλλὰ μήν 6ἱ τούτο, ούθεν ἔσται τὥν οντων- ενδέχεται γὰρ δόνασθαι μεν «ἶναι μήπω S’ εἶναι. καίτοι ει ώς λέγουσιν οἱ θεσλόγοι οἱ έ/c νυκτός γεν-νώντες, ή ὥ? οι φυσικοί “ ήν όμοθ πάντα χρήματά " φασι, τό αύτό αδύνατον, πως γάρ κινηθήσεται, el μη1 ἔσται ενεργεία τι2 αἴτιον; οΰ γὰρ η γε ΰλη κινήσει αύτή εαυτήν, αλλά τεκτονική, ουδέ τὰ έπιμήνια ονϋ ή γη, ὰλλὰ τὰ σπέρματα καί ή γονή. διό ἔνιοι ποιοΰσιν α.ει ενέργειαν, οἶον Αενιαππος και Πλάτων del γάρ είναι φασι κίνησιν. ὰλλὰ διὰ τί καί τινα ου λέγουσιν, ρόδ’, <ei) ώδΐ ή ὥδἱ,* * τήν αιτίαν, ούδεν γάρ ως έτνχε κινείται, ὰλλὰ Set τι del ύπάρχειν, ώσπερ νΰν φύσει μεν ώδί, βία δέ ή ύπό νοΰ ή άλλου ώδί. εἶτα ποια πρώτη; διαφέρει γάρ αμήχανου όσον. ὰλλὰ μήν ούδε Πλάτωνί γε οἶόν τε λέγειν ήν οἴεται ενίοτε αρχήν εἶναι, τὰ αὰτὰ εαυτό κινούν ύστερον γάρ καί άμα τω ούρανψ ή ψυχή, ώς φησίν. το μεν δή δύναμιν οίεσθαι ενεργείας πρότερον ἔστι μεν ώς καλώς, ἔστι δ’ ως οϋ· είρηται δε πώς. ότι δ’ ενέργεια πρότερον, μαρτυρεί Αναξαγόρας (ό γάρ νοΰς ενέργεια') καί 1 μι)] μηδέν AD.	‘ τι om. Ato.
8 ούδ’, it ώδί Τ) ύδί Diels, Alexander (?): ούδέ ώδί ονδέ.
1 ένέργεια. ΤΓ Alexander: ivepyeiq. EA6J.
•	Cf Hesiod, Work» and fays 17, Theogony 116 sqq, b Cf ch. ii. S.
*	Cf I. iv. 12, fs Casio 300 b 8, and see Burnet, E.G.P. § 178.
*	Cf Timas us 30 a, and § 8 below.
•	Aristotle refers to Plato’s rather inconsistent account in Timaeus 30-34.
METAPHYSICS, XII. νι. 5-0
every thing which actually functions has a potentiality, it miKiii whereas not everything wliich has a potential! ly actually functions ; so that potentiality is prior,
But if this is so, there need be no reality; for iiii» everything may be capable of existing, but not yet'l,,'v t’1'' existent. Yet if we accept the statements of the 6 cosmologists who generate everything from Night,0 rniiu·™ οι· the doctrine of the physicists that " all things wei-e together,”b we have the same impossibility ; for how can there be motion if there is no actual cause ? Wood will not move itself—em'pentry must act upon it; nor will the menses οι* the earth move themselves—the seeds must act upon the earth, and the semen on the menses. Hence 7 some, e.g. Leucippus11 and Plato/ posit an eternal actuality, for they say that there is always motion ; but why there is, and what it is, they do not say; nor, if it moves m this ον that particular way, what the cause is. For nothing is moved at haphazard, but in every case there must be some reason present; as in point of fact things are moved in one way by nature, and in another by force or mind or some other agent. And further, what kind of motion is primary ?
For this is an extremely important point. Again, 8 Plato at least cannot even explain what it is that he sometimes thinks to be the source of motion, i.e., that which moves itself; for according to him the soul is posterior to motion and coeval with the sensible universe.* Now to suppose that potentiality is prior to actuality is in one sense right and in another wrong ; we have explained1 the distinction,
But that actuality is prior is testified by Anaxagoras θ (since inind is actuality), and by Empedocles with
1 The reference Is probably to § 5 above, but of IX. viii.
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'Εμπεδοκλής φιλίαν καί νεΐκος, καί οι αεί λέγοντ*? κίνησιν εΐναι, ώσπερ Λεύκιππος. 'Ώστ ούκ ήν άπειρον χρόνον χάος η νύξ, άλλα τ αυτά αει η περιάγω ή άλλως, εΐπερ πρότερον ενέργεια δννά-ιο μεως. ει δή το αυτό αει περιάγω, δει τι αει μένειν ωσαύτως ενεργούν, ει δέ μέλλει γένεοις καλ φθορά εΐναι, άλλο δει είναι αει ενεργούν άλλως καί άλλως, ανάγκη άρα ώδΐ μεν καθ’ αυτό ενερ-γειν, ώδί δέ κατ άλλο· ήτοι άρα καθ’ έτερον η κατά τό πρώτον, ανάγκη δη κατά τούτο' πάλιν 16 γάρ εκείνο αντώ1 τε αἴτιον κάκείνω. ονκονν βέλτιον τό πρώτον καί γάρ αἴτιον ήν εκείνο τον αει ωσαύτως, τοΰ δ’ άλλως έτερον τοΰ δ’ αει <χλ-λως άμφω δηλονότι, οΰκοΰν ούτως καί έχονσιν αι κινήσεις, τί οΰν άλλας δει ζητεΐν άρχάς;
VII.	Έπεί δ’ οντω τ ενδέχεται, καί ει μη ούτως, 20 έκ.νυκτός ἔσται «αι α μου πάντων καί έκ μη οντος, λύοιτ αν ταυτα, καί ἔστι τι αει κινούμενου κίνησιν άπαυστον, αύτη 8' ή κύκλω · καί τοΰτο ού λόγω μόνον ὰλλ’ ἔργω δήλον ώστε άιδιος άν εΐη ό πρώτος ούρανός. ἔστι τοίνυν τι καί δ κινεί, έπεί 8έ το κινούμενου καί κινούν [καί]8 μέσον, κινούν8
1 αύτψ Γ Alexander! αύτφ codd.
1 καί punctis notatum in Α6, om. Bessarion, Aldine.
* uvoBv ci. Ross: toIvw.
a The sphere of the fixed stars, viii. 9; cf De Gen. »t Own. 336 a 23 gqq.
» The nun, which has its own yearly orbit in the ecliptic, and a daily rotation round the earth, which is explained most economically with reference to the rotation of the sphere of the fixed stars. Cf ch. v. 3 n., De Om. et Corr, loo. cit.
‘ Ch. vi. 6.	« Ch. ii. 2, 3,
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his theory of Love and Strife, and by those who hold that motion is eternal, e.g. Leucippus.
Therefore Chaos or Night did not endure for an tu» tiuoiy unlimited time, but the same things have always existed, either passing through a cycle or in accord- #utUiUiciu ance with some other principle—that is, if actuality is prior to potentiality. Now if there is a regular 10 cycle, there must be something* which remains always active in the same wny ; but if there is to be generation and destruction, there must be something else 1 which is always active in two different ways. Therefore this must be active in one way independently, and in the other in virtue of [something else, i.e. either of some third active principle or of the first. It must, then, be in virtue of the 11 first; for this is in turn the cause both of the third and of the second. Therefore the first is preferable, since it was the cause of perpetual vegulav motion, and something else was the cause of variety; and obviously both together make up the cause of perpetual variety. Now this is just what actually characterizes motions ; therefore why need we seek any further principles ?
VII. Since (a) this is a possible explanation, and τΐι<· nt-rmi (δ) if it is not true, we shall have to regard everything as coming from “ Night ”* and “ all things together r> «mat and “ not-being,”d these difficulties may be con- Ι'ΠΚα'’ sidered to be solved. There is something which is eternally moved with an unceasing motion, and that circular motion. This is evident not merely in theory, but in fact. Therefore the “ ultimate heaven ” must be eternal. Then there is also something which moves it. And since that which is 2 moved while it moves is intermediate, there is some-VOI/. π	l	145
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lw7za „ „ , / „ ,»* * , , , 26 earl τι o ου κινουμενον κινεί, αιοιον, και ουσία
καί ενεργείa ουσα. Kivet δέ ὥὰ€· τὰ όρεκτόν καί το νοητόν κινεί ου κινούμενα. τούτων τα πρώτα τὰ αυτά. Επιθυμητόν μεν γάρ τό φαινό-μενον καλόν, βουλητόν Be πρώτον τό ον καλόν, όρεγόμεθα Be διότι Βοκει μάλλον η Βοκει διότι Μ όρεγόμεθα · αρχή γάρ1 ή νόησις, νοΰς Be ύπό του νοητού κινείται, νοητή δέ ή ετερα συστοιχία καθ' αυτήν καλ ταύτης ή ουσία πρώτη, καί τούτης ή απλή καί κατ ενεργειαν (ἔστι Be τό Εν καί τό άπλοΰν οό τό αυτό· τό μεν γάρ Εν μέτρον σημαίνει, τό Be άπλοΰν πώς ἔχον αυτό), άλλα μήν καί 36 τό καλόν καί τό δι’ αύτό αιρετόν ev rrj αυτή 1073 b συστοιχία καί ἔστιν άριστον αεί ή άνάλογον τό πρώτον.
"Οτι δ’ ἔστι τό ον Ενεκα ev τοΐς άκινητοις,
ή διαίρεσις Βηλοΐ· ἔστι γάρ τινι τό οΰ Ενεκα (καί) τινός,1 ών τό μεν ἔστι τό Β’ ούκ ἔστι· κινεί δέ ώς εροίιμενον, κινούμενα8 δε τὰλλα κινεί, ει μεν οδν s τι κινείται, ενδέχεται καί άλλως εχειν ώστ ει [ή]4
1 yip ι δέ Λ*1 γρ, E.
8 καί τινα Alexander apud Avcrroem, Christ: τivbs Ab ·. om. cet.
* Ross: kivουμένψ AblEJ : κινούμενοι AM et fort. Alexander.
1 Bonita.
0 This shows that desire m general (of which appetite and will are the irrational and rational aspects) has as its object the good.
* Aristotle himself recognizes two series, lists or columns of contraries, similar to those of the Pythagoreans (I. v. 6). One, the positive, contains being, unity, substance, etc.; the 146
ARISTOTLE
φορά πρώτη ή1 ενεργειά έστιν, ή κινείται ταύτη2 γ’3 ενδεχεται άλλως ἔχειν, κατὰ τόπον, καί ει μή κατ’ ουσίαν. επει δ’ εστι τι κινούν αυτό ακίνητον ον, ενεργεία ον, τοΰτο ούκ ενδεχεται άλλως ἔχειν ούδαμώς. φορά γάρ ή πρώτη των μεταβολών, ίο ταύτης δέ ή κύκλω· ταντην δὲ τοΰτο κινεί. ef ανάγκης άρα ἔστιν όν· και ή ανάγκη, καλώς, και οίίτως αρχή, τό γάρ άναγκαΐον τοσαυταχώς, τό μεν βία ότι παρά την ορμήν, τό δέ ου ούκ άνευ τό εΰ, τό δὲ μή ενδεχόμενον άλλως άλλ' απλώς. Ἑκ τοιαύτης άρα αρχής ήρτηται ό ουρανός και ή φν-16 σις, διαγωγή δ’ έστιν οΐα ή άρίστη μικρόν χρόνον ή μιν. ουτω γάρ αει εκεΐνό έστιν {ή μιν μεν γάρ αδύνατον), επεί καί ηδονή ή4 ενεργεί α τούτου (και διά τοΰτο εγρήγορσις αίσθησις νόησις ήδιστον, ελπίδες δέ και μνήμαι διά ταΰτα). η δέ νόησις ή καθ' αυτήν τοΰ καθ’ αύτό άρίστου, και ή μάλιστα 80 του μάλιστα, αυτόν δε νοεί ό νοΰς κατά μετά-
1	Ίι ex Alexandra Ross: κ&Ι codd., ind. Bomtz.
2	ταύτην Α6.	8 γ’ ci. Bonitz i Si codd., sed. Bonita.
4 ■hSovit ή yp. E Alexander Themistius Aldine: ή -ήδον'η
EAbJ. * •
0 The argument is: X (the prime mover), since it imports the primary motion, cannot be liable to motion (or change) of any kind. Therefore it exists of necessity, and must be good (c/. V. v. 6); and it is qua good, i.e., the object of desire, that X is a first principle.
*	Of. V. v.
•	For the relation of pleasure to actuality ον activity see Eth. Nic. X. iv.
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of “ the heaven ” is primary locomotion, then in so
far as “ the heaven " is moved, in this respect at least it is possible for it to be otherwise; i.e. in respect of place, even if not of substantiality. But since there is something—X—which moves while being itself unmoved, existing actually, X cannot be otherwise in any respect. For the primary kind of β change is locomotion,0 and of locomotion circular locomotion 4; and this is the motion which X induces.
Thus X is necessarily existent; and qua necessary it is good, and is in this sense a first principle.0 Foi· the necessary has all these meanings: that which is by constraint because it is contrary to impulse ; and that without which excellence is impossible ; and that which cannot be otherwise, but is absolutely necessary β
Such, then, is the first principle upon which depend The divine the sensible universe and the world of nature. And 7 its life is like the best which we temporarily enjoy, ur.ofthe It must be in that state always (which foi us is im-possible), since its actuality is also pleasure.* (And for this reason waking', sensation and thinking Are thinking most pleasant, and hopes and memories are pleasant because of them.) Now thinking in itself is concerned with that which is In itself best, and thinking jn the highest sense with that which is in the highest sense best/ And thought thinks itself through participation 8 in the object of thought; for it becomes an object of thought by the act of apprehension and thinking, so that thought and the object of thought are the same, because that which is receptive of the object
1 Since the prime mover Is pure actuality, anti has or rather is the highest form of life, Aristotle identifies it with the highest activity—pure thinking1.
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δεκτικόν του νοητού καλ της ουσίας νους, ενεργεί δέ ἔχων ώστε εκείνου μάλλον τοΰτό1 ο δοκέι ο νους θειον έχειν, καί η θεωρία το ήδιστον και *» άριστον. el οΰν όντως ευ εχει, ως ημείς ποτε, 6 θεός αει, θαυμαστόν· ει δε μάλλον, ἔτι θαυμααιω-τερον. εχει δε &δε? καί ζωή δέ γε υπάρχει· ή γαρ νον ενέργεια ζωή, εκείνος δέ ^ ενέργειας ενέργεια δε η καθ' αύτην εκείνου ζωή αρίατη^ και άίδιος. φαμεν δη3 τον θεόν είναι ζωον αιδιον 90 άριστον, ώστε ζωή καί αιών συνεχής καί άΐδιος υπάρχει τω θεω· τούτο γὰρ ό θεός.	Οσοι δὲ
ύπολαμβάνουσιν, ώσπερ οι Πυθαγόρειοι καί Σπεΰσ-ίππος, τα κάλλιστον καί άριστον μή εν αρχή εΐναι, διά το καί των φυτών καί τών ζώων τὰ? άρχάς αίτια μεν εἶναι, τὰ δέ καλόν καί τέλειον 80 εν τοΐς εκ τούτων, ούκ όρθώς οἴονται, τὰ γὰρ σπέρμα έζ ετέρων έστί προτέρων τελείων, καί τὰ 1OTB ■ πρώτον ου σπέρμα εστίν, άλλα τὰ τέλειον οἶον πρότερον άνθρωπον αν φαίη τις εἶναι του σπέρματος, ού τον έκ τούτον γενόμενον, άλλ' έτερον έξ ού τό σπέρμα. "Οτι μεν ούν ἔστιν ουσία τις άίδιος καί ακίνητος καί κεχωρισμένη τών αίσθη-β τὥν, φανερόν εκ τών είρημένων. δέδεικται δε καί οτι μέγεθος ουδἔν ἔχειν ένδέχ«ται ταυτην τήν ουσίαν, άλλ’ άμερής καί αδιαίρετός εοτιν (κινεί
1 έκοίνον μάλλον τοΰτο ex Alexftlldro Eoss ι έκεϊνο μ&λλον τούτου codd.
8 list Bekker; ώδί £>4e Ab.
* δη Themistius, ci. Bonitz: δι codd.
a In actualization the subject and object of thought (like those of perception, D# Anima III. ii.) are identical.
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of thought, i.e, essence, is thought. And it actually functions when ii possesses this object.0 Hence it is actuality rather than potentiality that is held to be the divine possession of rational thought, and its active contemplation is that which is most pleasant and best. If, then, the happiness which God always 0 enjoys is as great as that which we enjoy sometimes, ii is marvellous; and if it is greater, this is still more marvellous. Nevertheless it is so. Moreover, life belongs to God. For the actuality of thought is life, and God is that actuality ; and the essential actuality of God is life most good and eternal. We hold, then, that God is a living being, eternal, most good; and therefore life and a continuous eternal existence belong to God'; for that is what God is.
Those who suppose, as do the Pythagoreans and 10 Speusippus,6 that perfect beauty and goodness do not exist in the beginning (on the ground that whereas the first beginnings of plants and animals are causes, it is in the products of these that beauty and perfection are found) are mistaken in their views. For seed comes from prior creatures which are perfect, 11 and that which is first is not the seed but the perfect creature. E.g., one might say that prior to the seed is the man—not he who is produced from the seed, but another man from whom the seed comes.®
Thus it is evident from the foregoing account that 12 there is some substance which is eternal and immovable and separate from sensible things ; and it has also been shown that this substance can have no magnitude, but is impartible and indivisible (for it
6	The view is referred to again in ch. χ. β, XIV. ιτ. 2, 3, 7. 1.	« Of IX. vlii. 4, 5.
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γὰρ τόν άπειρον χρόνον, οόδέν δ’ έχει δύναμιν άπειρον πεπερασμένου· επεί δέ παν μέγεθος ή άπειρον ή πεπερασμενον, πεπερασμενον μιν διὰ ιυ τοΰτο ούκ αν εχοι μέγεθος, άπειρον δ' οτ ι ολως ου κ ἔστιν ούδέν άπειρον μεγεθος)· αλλά μην και on απαθές και αναλλοίωτου ■ πασαι γάρ αι άλλαι κινήσεις ΰστεραι της κατά τόπον, ταϋτα μεν ουν δήλα διότι τούτον έχει τον τρόπον.
VIII.	Πότερον δὲ μίαν θετέον την τοιαότην is ουσίαν ή πλείους, καί πάσας, δει μή λανθάνειν, άλλα μεμνήσθαι καί τάς των άλλων αποφάσεις, ότι περί πλήθους ούθεν είρήκασιν ό τι καί σαφές ειπεΐν. ή μεν γάρ περί τάς ιδέας ύπόληφις οι5δὲ-μίαν έχει σκέφιν ιδίαν· αριθμούς γάρ λέγουσι τάς ιδέας οι λέγοντες ιδέας, περί δὲ των αριθμών 20 ότέ μεν ώς περί απείρων λέγουσιν, ότἔ δε ως μέχρι της δεκάδος ώρισμένων- δι ήν δ' αιτίαν τοσοΰτον το πλήθος των αψιθιών, ούδέν λέγεται μετά σπονδής αποδεικτικής, ημΐν δ' εκ των υποκειμένων «ται διωρισμένων λεκτέον.	Ἦ μεν γάρ
αρχή και το πρώτον των όντων ακίνητον και καθ' as αύτο και κατά συμβεβηκός, κινούν δὲ τήν πρώτην σίδιον καί μίαν κίνησιν. επεί δέ το κινούμενου ανάγκη υπό τινος κινεΐσθαι, και τό πρώτον κινούν ακίνητον εΐναι καθ' αυτό, καί τήν άΐδιον κίνησιν υπό άίδίου κινεΐσθαι καί την μίαν νφ' ενός, όρώμεν δέ παρά την τού παντός τήν απλήν φοράν, ήν * *
α Cf Physics 266 a 24-b 6.,
* Ibid. III. v.
' Cf XIII. viii. 17,20. This was a Pythagorean survival, cf Vol. I. Introd. xvi.
4 i.e., the (apparent) diurnal revolution of the heavens. 152
METAPHYSICS, XII.
causes motion for infinite time, and nothing finite has an infinite potentiality0; and therefore since every magnitude is either finite or infinite, it cannot have finite magnitude, and it cannot have infinite 1! magnitude because there is no such tiling at all6); and moreover that it is impassive and unalterable ; for all the other kinds of motion are posterior to spatial motion. Thus it is clear why this substance has these attributes.
VIII.	Wc must not disregard the question whether we should hold that there is one substance of this kind or more than one, and if more than one, how i* many ; we must review the pronouncements of othe\* thinkers and show that with regard to the number of the substances they have said nothing that can be clearly stated. The theory of the Ideas contains 2 no peculiar treatment of the question ; for the exponents of the theory call the Ideas numbers, and speak of the numbers now as though they were unlimited and now as though they were limited by the number 10 c ; but as for why there should be just so many numbers, there is no explanation given with demonstrative accuracy. We, however, must discuss 3 the question on the basis of the assumptions and distinctions which We have already made.
Th e first principle and primary reality is immovable. both essentially and accidentally, but it excites the primary form of motion, which is one and eternal. Now since that which is moved must be moved by something, and the prime mover must be essentially w immovable, and eternal motion must be excited by {J} something eternal, and one motion by some one m thing ; and since we can see that besides the simple spatial motion of the universe d (which we hold to be IS
IS 8
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so KLve.lv φαμεν την πρωτην ουσίαν και ακίνητον, αλλας φοράς ούσας τὰ? των πλανητών ωδίονς (σίδιον γὰρ και άστατον τδ κύκλω σώμα· δέδεικται δ’ έν τοι? φυσικοΐς περί τούτων), ανάγκη καί τούτων έκάστην των φορών υπ' ακινήτου τε κινεΐσθαι καθ' αυτήν1 και άϊδίου ουσίας. ή τε γὰρ των α-85 στρων φύσις άΐδιος ουσία τις οΰσα, καί το κινούν σίδιον καί πρότερον τον κινούμενου, και τό πρότερον ουσίας ουσίαν αναγκαίου είναι, φανερόν τοίνυν ότι τοσαύτας ούσίας αναγκαίου εἶναι τήν τε φύσιν άϊδίους και ακίνητους καθ' αντος καί άνεν 1078 b μεγέθους, διὰ την είρημένην αιτίαν πρότερον. "Οτι μεν οδν είσιν ούσίαι, «αἴ τούτων τις2 πρώτη καί δεύτερα κατά την αυτήν τάξιν ταΐς φοραΐς τών άστρων, φανερόν, τό δε πλήθος ήδη τών φορών εκ τής οίκειοτάτης φιλοσοφία3 τών μαθηματικών β επιστημών δει σκοπεΐν, εκ της αστρολογίας· αυτή γάρ περί ούσίας αισθητής μεν άχδίου δε ποιείται τήν θεωρίαν, αἱ δ’ άλλα ι περί ούδεμιας ούσίας, οἶον ή τε περί τούς αριθμούς καί την γεωμετρίαν, ότι μεν οδν πλείους τών φερομένων αι φοραί, φανερόν τοΐς καί μετρίως ήμμένοις· πλείους γάρ ίο έκαστον (φέρεται μιας τών πλακωμένων οίστρων, πόσοι δ’ αδται τυγχάνουσιν οΰσα ι, νΰν μεν ημείς α λέγουσι τών μαθηματικών τινός έννοιας χάριν λέγομεν, όπως ή τι τη διάνοια πλήθος ώρισμένον * *
1 αύτ))ΐ> E Alexander: airri ABJ yp. Alexander, Simplicius.
*	τα Alexander (?), Christ! rit codd.
*	φιλοσοφώ Alexander, Themistlus, Bonita! φιλοσοφία.! codd.
134
Phytic» VIII. viii., ix„ De Caelo I. ii., II. iti.-viii.
* Ch. vii. IS, 13.
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excited by the primary immovable substance) there are other spatial motions—those of the planets— which are eternal (because a body which moves in a circle is eternal and is never at rest—this has been proved in our physical treatises “); then each of these spatial motions must also be excited by a substance which is essentially immovable and eternal.' For δ the nature of the heavenly bodies is eternal, being* a kind of substance ; and that which moves is eternal and prior to the moved ; and that which is prior to a substance must be a substance. It is therefore clear that there must be an equal number of substances, in nature eternal, essentially immovable, and without magnitude ; for the reason already stated.6
Thus it is clear that the movers are substances, β and that one of them is first and another second and Th. number so on in the same order as the spatial motions of the heavenly bodies. As regards the number of these 7 motions, we have now reached a question which mast be investigated by the aid of that branch of mathe- fthieh.icito matical science which is most akin to philosophy, ^Tiided1 i.e. astronomy ; for this has as its object a substance bynntro-which is sensible but eternal, whereas the othernoniy' mathematical sciences, e.g. arithmetic and geometry, do not deal with any substance. That .tnere are more spatial motions than there are bodies which move in space is obvious to those who have even a moderate grasp of the subject, since each of the non-fixed stars has more than one spatial motion. As 8 to how many these spatial motions actually are we shall now, to give some idea of the subject, quote what some of the mathematicians say, in order that there may be some definite number for the mind to 155
ARISTOTLE
ύπολαβεΐν τό δὲ λοιπόν τὰ μεν ζητοΰντας αυτούς δει, τὰ δέ πυνθανομένονς παρά, των ζητούντων, ι αν τι φαίνηται παρά τα νυν είρημένα τοι? ταΰτα πραγματευόμενος, φιλεΐν μεν άμφοτέρους, πείθε-σθαι δέ τοις ακριβέστερος. Εόδοδο? μεν οΰν ήλιου και σελήνής έκατέρου την φοράν εν τρισ'ιν ετίθετ εἶναι σφαίρας, ὥν την μεν ητρωτήν την των απλανών άστρων είναι, την δέ δευτέραν κατά τον διὰ μέσων των ζωδίων, την δε τρίτην κατά τον λελοξωμένον εν τφ πλάτει των ζωδίων εν μείζονι δε πλάτει λελοξώσθαι καθ' ον ή σελήνη φέρεται ή καθ’ ον α ήλιος, των δέ πλανωμένων άστρων εν τέτταρσιν έκαστου σφαίρας, και τούτων δε την μεν πρώτην και δευτέραν τήν αυτήν είναι εκείνας (την τε γὰρ τὥν απλανών την άπάαας φέρουσαν εΐναι, καί την ύπο ταύτη* 1 τεταγμένην καί κατά τον διά μέσων των ζωδίων την φοράν εχονσαν κοινήν άπασών εΐναι), τής δέ τρίτης απάντων τούς πόλους έν τω διά μέσων των ζωδίων εΐναι, τής δέ Τετάρτης την φοράν κατά τον λελοξωμενον προς τον μέσον ταύτης· εΐναι δὲ τής τρίτης σφαίρας τούς πόλους των μεν άλλων Ιδιους, τούς δέ τής ’Αφροδίτης καί του Έρμοΰ τούς αυτούς.	Καλλιππος
δέ την μεν θέσιν των σφαιρών την αύτην ετίθετο 1 ταύτψ recc.
° Ot Cnidus (circa 408-333 b.c.). He was α pupil of Plato, and a distinguished mathematician.
1 For α mil discussion of the theories of Eudoxus and Callippus see Dreyer, Planetary System» 87-114; Heath,
Aristarchus of Samos 190-224.
0 Not identical with that of the fixed stars, but having the same motion.
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grasp ; but for the rest wc must partly investigate for ourselves and partly learn from other investigators, and if those who apply themselves to these matters come to some conclusion which clashes with what we have just stated, we must appreciate both views, but follow the more accurate.
Eudoxus0 held that the motion of the sun mid9 moon involves in either case three spheres,4 of which Tim tiwor>· the outermost is that of the fixed stars,® the second "ί,ϊωΓ" revolves in the circle which bisects the zodiac,1* and	^
the third revolves in a circle which is inclined across (i)En(uI\m, the breadth of the zodiace; but the circle in which the moon moves is inclined at a greater angle than that m which the sun moves. And he held that the 10 motion of the planets involved ill each case four spheres ; and that of these the first and second are the same f as before (for the sphere of the fixed stars is that which carries round all the other spheres, and the sphere next in order, which has its motion in the circle which bisects the zodiac, is common to all the planets) ; the third sphere of all the planets has its poles in the circle which bisects the zodiac ; and the fourth sphere moves in the circle inclined to the equator of the thu d. In the case of the third sphere, while the other planets have their own peculiar poles, those of Venus and Mercury are the same.
Callippus o assumed the same arrangement of the 11
a i.e., revolves with its equator in the ecliptic.
• i.e., has the plane of its. equator inclined lo the plane of the ecliptic. This sphere carries the sun (or moon) fixed to a point in its equator.
/ Not the same, but having the same motion.
» Of Cyzicus (β. 330 n.c.). Simplicius says (H>3. 5-8) that he corrected and elaborated Eudoxus’* theory with A rial o tie’s help while on a visit to him at Athens.
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Εὰδόξω, τοϋτ ἔστι τὥν αποστημάτων την τάξω, τὰ so δέ πλήθος τω μεν τον Διός καί τω τοΰ Κρόνου τὰ αυτό εκείνω άπεδίδου, τω δ' ηλίω καί τη σελήνη1 δυο ωετο ἔτι προσθετέας είναι σφαίρας, τὰ φαινόμενα ει μέλλει τις άποδωσειν, τοΐς δε λοιποΐς των πλανητών εκάστω μίαν. Άναγκαΐον δέ, ει μελ· 1074 a λουσι συντεθεΐσαι παχιοί τα φαινόμενα άποδωσειν, καθ' έκαστον των πλακωμένων έτέρας σφαίρας μια έλάττονας εΐναι τάς άνελιττούσας καί εις τό αύτο άποκαθιστάσας τη θέσει την πρώτην σφαίραν αει δ τοΰ υποκάτω τεταγμένον άστρου· οϋτω γάρ μόνως ενδέχεται την των πλανητών φοράν άπαντα ποιεΐ-σθαι. έπεί οΰν εν ats μεν αυτά φέρεται σφαίραις αι μεν οκτώ αἱ δέ πέντε καί εικοσίν είσιν, τούτων δε μάνας ου δ«ΐ άνελιχθήναι εν αΐς τό κατωτάτω τεταγμένον φέρεται, αι μεν τάς των πρώτων δύο ίο άνελίττουσαι εζ ἔσονται, αἱ δε τάς των ύστερον τεττάρων έκκαίδεκα, ό δε άπασών αριθμός των τε φερουσών καί των άνελιττουσών ταντος πεντήκον-τά τε καί πέντε, ει δέ τη σελήνη τε καί τω ήλίψ μή προστιθείη τις ας εϊπομεν κινήσεις, αι πάσαι σφαίραι ἔσονται επτά1 τε καί τεσσαράκοντα. Τό is μεν οΰν πλήθος των σφαιρών έστω τοσοΰτον, ὥστε καί τάς ουσίας καί τάς άρχάς τάς ακινήτους [«αι ras αισθητά?]8 τοσαύτας εύλογον ύπολαβεΐν τό γάρ άναγκαΐον άφείσθω τοΐς ιαχυροτέροις λέγειν.
1 ήλ(ο ν mi τ φ σέκήνηϊ recc.	* iwta. ci. Sosigenes.
8 om. Alexander, sed. Goebel.
0 Aristotle is trying to establish a mechanical relation between the spheres, which Eudoxus and Callippus did not attempt to do.	b The moon.	‘ In § Π.
d Either Aristotle has made a slip in his calculations, or we should read twin. (Sosigenes) for 4πτά s this would give 168
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spheres as did Eudoxus (that is, with respect to the (i) Cull-order of their intervals), but as regards their number,IJ>1,UH' whereas he assigned to Jupiter and Saturn the same number of spheres as Eudoxus, he considered that two further spheres should be added both for the sun and for the moon, if the phenomena are to be accounted for, and one for each of the other planets.
But if all the spheres in combination are to account 12 for the phenomena, there must be for each of the <c) Aristotle, other planets other spheres, one less in number than those already mentioned, which counteract these and restore to the same position the first sphere of the star which in each case is next in order below.® In this way only can the combination of forces produce the motion of the planets. Therefore since the forces 13 by which the planets themselves are moved are 8 for Jupiter and Saturn, and 35 for the others, and since of these the only ones which do not need to be counteracted are those by which the lowest planet® is moved, the counteracting spheres for the first two planets will be 6, and those of the remaining four will be 16 J and the total number of spheres, both those which move the planets and those which counteract these, will be 55. If we do not invest the moon and 14 the sun with the additional motions which we have mentioned,0 there will be 47 (?) d spheres in alL This, then, may be taken to be the number of the spheres ; and thus it is reasonable to suppose that there are as many immovable substances and principles,8—the statement of logical necessity may be left to more competent thinkers.
49, which appears to lie the correct total. For alternative explanations of an error in calculation see Ross ad loo.
‘ i.e,, the movers of the spheres.
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Ει δέ μηδεμίαν οἶον τ' εἶναι φοράν μή συντείνονταν προς άστρου φοράν, ἔτι δέ πάσαν φύσιν καί πάσαν ουσίαν απαθή καί καθ' αυτήν του άρίστου τετυχη · κυΐαν τέλος1 eh αι Set νόμιζε ιν, ούδεμία αν ε'ίη παρά ταύτας ire ρα φύσις, ὰλλὰ τοΰτον ανάγκη τον αριθμόν εἶναι των ούσιων. e’ire γὰρ eialv έτεραι, «ivoiev αν ὥδ τέλος ουσαι φοράς, άλλ' εΐναί γε άλλας φοράς αδύνατον παρά τάς ε'ιρημένας. τοΰτο δ' εύλογον εκ των φερομενων ύπολαβεΐν. εΐ γάρ παν το φερον τον φερομενου χάριν πέφυκε καί φορά πάσα φερομενου τινός ἔστιν, ουδεμία φορά αυτής αν ένεκα είη ούδ' άλλης φοράς, ὰλλὰ των άστρων ενεκα. ει γάρ ἔσται φορά φοράς ενεκα, καλ εκείνην ετέρου δεησει ^άριν είναι· ωστ επειδή ονχ οΐόν τε εις άπειρον, τέλος ἔσται πόσης φοράς των φερομενων τί Θείων σωμάτων κατά τον ουρανόν.
"Οτι δε εΐς ουρανός, φανερόν, ει γάρ πλείους ούρανοί ώσπερ άνθρωποι, ἔσται είδε ι μία ή περί έκαστον άρχη, άριθμφ δε γε πολλαί. άλλ' οσα αριθμώ πολλά, ύλην έχει (εΐς γάρ λόγος και ό αυτός πολλών, οἶον ανθρώπου, Σωκράτης δε εΐς)· τό δε τί ήν είναι ούκ εχει ύλην το πρώτον- εντελέχεια γάρ. εν άρα καί λόγω καί άριθμφ τό πρώτον κινούν ακίνητον ό'ν καί τό κινούμενου άρα 1 rAos Γ 7ρ. E Alexander (?) Bonitz: tAovs codd.
“ See previous note.
6 This paragraph seems to belong to an earlier period of Aristotle’s thought. At any rate the argument that plurality involves matter is inconsistent with the view that tnere are 55 immaterial movers.
“ The definition or form is one and universal; it is the combination of form with matter that constitutes an indi-160
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If there can be no spatial motion which is not 15 conducive to the motion of a star, mid if moreover τι»· ™-every entity and. every substance which is impassive and has in itself attained to the highest good should be regarded as an end, then there can be no other iimoij'imisi, entity besides these,0 and the number of the sub- t‘," stances must be as we have said, For if there are tin· siiimn's. other substances, they must move something, since they arc the end of spatial motion. But there can be ]0 no other spatial motions besides those already mentioned. This is a reasonable inference from a general consideration of spatial motion. For if everything which moves exists for the sake of that which is moved, and every motion for the sake of something which is moved, no motion can exist for the sake of itself or of some other motion, but all motions must exist for the sake of the stars, For if we are to 17 suppose that one motion is for the sake of another, the latter too must be for the sake of something else; and since the series cannot be infinite, the end of every motion must be one of the divine bodies which are moved through the heavens.
It is evident that there is only one heaven.1 For There is if there is to be a plurality of heavens (os there is of «ϊ,™™®"nr men), the principle of each must be one in kind but nmvw. many in number. But all things which are many in 18 number have matter (for one and the same definition applies to many individuals, e.g. that of “ man ” ; but Socrates is onec), but the primary essence lias no matter, because it is complete reality. Therefore the prime mover, which is immovable, is one both in formula and in number ; and therefore so also is that
vidual. Thus α plurality of Individuals is caused by the combination of the same form with different matter.
161
ARISTOTLE
αει καί συνεχώς' ■ els α ρ a oipavos μόνοι.	Ilapa-
1074 b δέδοται δέ παρὰ των αρχαίων και παμπαλαίων εν μύθου σχήματι καταλελειμμένα τοι? ύστερον ότι θεοί τέ είοι·ν οδτοι καί περιέχει τό θειον την όλψ φύαιν. τὰ δέ λοιιτὰ μυθικώς ήδη προσηκται προς δ την πειθώ των πολλών καί προς την εις τούς νόμους καί τό συμφέρον χρήσιν· ανθρωποειδείς τε γάρ τούτους καί τών άλλων ζώων όμοιους τισί λέγουσι, και τούτοις έτερα ακόλουθα καί παραπλή-σια τοι? ειρημένοις· ὥν ει τις χωρίσας αύτό λάβοι μόνον τό πρώτον, ότι θεούς φοντο τάς πρώτας ίο ουσίας είναι, θείως αν είρήσθαι νομίσειεν, καί κατά τό είκός πολλάκις εύρημένης els τό δυνατόν έκάστης καί τέχνης και φιλοσοφίας καί πάλιν φθειρόμενων καί ταύτας τάς δόξας εκείνων οἶον λείφανα περί-σεσώσθαι μέχρι τοΰ νυν. ή μεν συν πάτριος δόξα καί ή παρά τών πρώτων επί τοσοΰτον ήμιν φανερά μόνον.
15 IX. Τὰ δέ περί τον νουν έχει τινας απορίας· δοκεΐ μεν γάρ είναι τών φαινομένων θειότατον, πώς δ’ ἔχων τοιοΰτος αν εΐη, έχει τινας δυσκολίας, είτε γάρ μηδέν νοεί, τί αν εΐη τό σεμνόν; άλλ' εχει ώσπερ αν εΐη ό καθεύδων· είτε νοεί, τούτου δ’ άλλο κύριον, ου γάρ ἔστι τούτο δ εστιν αύτοΰ ή
1 νυνεχΰι έν μόνον EJ.
• This statement is not literally true. The planets do not seem to have been associated with the gotls of popular mythology until the fourth century b.c. (see Burnet, K.G.P. p. 23 n.). But Aristotle’s general meaning seems to be that 162
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which is eternally and con dnuously in motion. Th eve-fove Ihere is only one heaven A tradition has been handed down by the ancient 10 thinkers of very early times, and bequeathed to τι», iiivim, posterity in the form of a myth, to the effect that these heavenly bodies are gods,a and that the Divine ν«η γβμκ-pervades the whole of nature. The rest of their 20 tradition has been added later in a mythological form to influence the vulgar and as a constitutional and timei. utilitarian expedientb; they say that these gods are human in shape or are like certain other animals,0 and make other statements consequent upon and similar to those which we have mentioned. Now if 3] we separate these statements and accept only the first, that they supposed the primary substances to be gods, we must regard it as an inspired saying; and reflect that whereas every art and philosophy has probably been repeatedly developed to the utmost and has perished again, these beliefs of theirs have been preserved os a relic of former knowledge. To this extent only, then, are the views of our forefathers and of the earliest thinkers intelligible to us.
IX.	The subject of Mind involves certain diffi- Fartiiwdts-culties. Mind is held to be of all phenomena the ««“«"ΐηβ most supernatural; but the question of how we must regard it if it is to be of this nature involves certain muBtim mif-difficulties. If Mind thinks nothing·, where is its dignity ? It is in just the same state as n man who is asleep. If it thinks, but something else determines its thinking, then since that which is iis essence is not the gods were identified with the primary mi furii I forces; and this is substantially true.
11 Of II. iii. 1.
0 e.g. the Egyptian deities,* Zoomorpliism in Greek religion is α doubtful quantity.
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107\o ουσία νόησις άλλα δόναμις, ου κ αν ή άρια τη ουσία (ϊη' διὰ γὰρ του voetv τό τίμιον αυτω υπάρχει. ἔτι δέ είτε νοΰς ή ουσία αύτοΰ είτε νόησις ἔστι, τί νοεί; ή γὰρ αυτός αυτόν ή έτερόν τι. καί ει ’έτερόν τι, ή τό αυτό αει η άλλο, πότερον οδν διαφέρει τι η ούδέν τό νοεΐν τό καλόν ή τό τυχόν; 25 ή καί άτοττον τό οιανοεΐσθαι περί ένίων; δήλον τοίνυν οτι τό θειότατον και τιμιωτατον νοεΐ, καί ον μεταβάλλει· είς χείρον γ α.ρ η μεταβολή, καί κίνησις τις ήδη τό το ω ντο ν. πρώτον μεν οδν ει μή νόησις ε’στιν άλλα δυναμις, εύλογον επίπονον είναι τό συνεχές αντφ της νοήσεως· έπειτα δήλον so οτι άλλο τι αν εϊη το τιμιώτερον ή 6 νοΰς, τό νοου-μενον. καί γάρ τό νοεΐν καί ή νόησις υπάρξει καί τό χείριστον νοοΰντι. ωστ’ ει φευκτόν τούτο (καί γάρ μή όρ&ν ένια κρεΐττον ή όράν), ούκ αν εϊη τό άριατον ή νόησις, αυτόν άρα νοεΐ, εΐπερ έστί τό as κράτιστόν, καί ἔστιν ή νόησις νοήσεως νόησις.
Φαίνεται δ’ αει άλλου ή επιστήμη καί ή αϊσθη-σις καί ή δόξα καί ή διάνοια, αυτής δ’ εν παρεργω. ἔτι ει άλλο τό νοεΐν καί τό νοεΐσθαι, κατά πότερον αυτω τό εΰ ύπάρχει; ουδέ γάρ ταύτό τό είναι urn»νοήσει καί νοουμένω. ή επ' ενίων ή επιστήμη τό πράγμα, επί μέν των ποιητικών άνευ ύλης ή * *
° i.e., if its thinking is determined by something else, Mind is only a potentiality, and not (as described in oh. vii. 1-D) the highest actuality.
1 Of. IX. viii. 18.
* If Mind is a potentiality, since a potentiality is of contraries, Mind may think that which is worst,
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thinking but potentiality," it cannot bu the best reality ; because it derives ils excellence from 1 he act of thinking·. Again, whether its essence is thought 2 or thinking, what does it think ? It must think mthijr itself or something else ; and if something else, then it must think either the same tiling always, or different tilings at different times. Then does it make any difference, or not, whether it thinks that which is good or thinks At random ? Surely it would be 3 absurd foi· it to think about, some subjects Clear]}", then, it thinks that which is most divine, and estimable, and does not change ; for the change would be thr the worse, and anything of this kind would immediately imply some sort of motion. Therefore if Mind is not thinking but a potentiality, (a) it is reasonable.· to suppose that the continuity of its thinking is laborious 6 ; (V) clearly there must be something else which is more excellent than Mind ; i.e. the object of thought; for both thought and the act of thinking 4 will belong even to Ihe thinker of the worst thoughts/ Therefore if this is to be avoided (as it is, since it is. better not to see some tilings than to see them), thinking cannot be the supreme good. Therefore Mind thinks itself, if it is that which is best; and its thinking is a thinking of thinking.
Yet it seems that knowledge and perception and ojijh opinion and understanding are always of something „ else, and only incidentally of themselves. And δ further, if to think is not the same as to be thought, in respect of which does goodness belong to thought ? for the act of thinking and the object of thought have not the same essence. The answer is that in some cases the knowledge is the object. In the productive sciences, if we disregard the mat tor, the sub-K35
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ουσία καί το τί ήν eivai, επί δέ τὥν θεωρητικών ό λόγο? τό πράγμα καί ή νόησις; ονχ ετέρου ονυ οντος τοΰ νοονμένον καί του νον, όσα μ·η ύλην 5 έχει, το αύτό ἔσται, καί ή νόησις τω νοουμένιρ1 μία, ’Έτι δή λείπεται απορία, el σύνθετον τό νοούμενο ν μεταβάλλοι γὰρ αν έν τοι? μέρεσι του ο'λου. ή αδιαίρετον παν το μη ἔχον νλην ώσπερ S ανθρώπινος νοΰς, η ο γε των συνθέτων έχει εν τινι χρόνια (ου γάρ έχει τό ευ εν τωδί η εν τωδί, ὰλλ’ ίο εν δλψ τινι τό αριστον, ον άλλο τι), ούτως δ’ έχει αύτή αυτής ή νόησις τον άπαντα αιώνα.
Χ. Έϊμσκεπτέον δέ καί ποτέρως εχει ή τοΰ όλον φύσις τό αγαθόν καί τό αριστον, πατέραν κεχωρισμένον τι καί αυτό καθ' αυτό, η την τάξω. η άμφοτέρως, ώσπερ στράτευμα; καί γάρ εν τη ιβ τάξει τό εΰ καί ο στρατηγός, καί μάλλον οντος-ού γάρ οΰτος διά τήν τάξιν ὰλλ’ εκείνη διὰ τοΰτόν ἔστιν, πάντα δέ συντετακταί πως, ὰλλ* * ούχ ομοίως, καί πλωτά καί πτηνά καί φυτά- καί ούχ ούτως ’έχει ώστε μη εἶναι θατερω προς θάτερον μηδέν, ὰλλ’ ἔστι τι. προς μέν γάρ εν άπαντα σνντέτακται, ὰλλ* ώσπερ εν οϊκία τοΐς έλευθέροις m ήκιστα έξεστιν δ τι ετυχε ποιεΐν, άλλα πάντα ή
1 τφ νοονμένφ Alexander, Bonitz : τοι) ννονμίνον.
α i.e., beings composed of matter as well aa form. Such beings are contrasted with the divine Mind, which is pure form.
* The meaning of this sentence is shown by the definition of Happiness in Eth. Nic. 1098 a 16-20. It take3 the human mind α lifetime of^e highest intellectual activity of which it is capable to attain to Happiness; but the divine Mind is always happy. Cf ch. vii. 9.
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stance, ? <■. the essPnee, is Ihr object; but hi the speculative sciences the formula or the act of thinking is the object. Therefore since thought and tin: object of thought are not different in the ense of bhings which contain no matter, they will he the same, and tlic act of thinking will be one with the object of thought.
There still remains the question «li<-ther the object (ϊ of thought is composite ; for if so, thought would change in passing from one part of llic whole to another. The answer is that everything which contains no matter is indivisible. Just as the huinnn mind, ον rather the mind of composite beings,'4 is in a certain space of timeb (for it does not possess the good at this or at that moment·, but in the course of a certain whole period it attains to the supreme good, which is other than itself), so is absolute self-thought throughout all eternity.
X.	We must also consider in which sense the nulure Tin· of tiie universe contains the good or the supreme good; whether as something separate and inde- |j«|j pendent, or as the orderly arrangement of its parts, out· Probably in both senses, as an army does ; for the 2 efficiency of an army consists partly m the order uni< and partly in the general; but chiefly in the latter, because he does not depend upon the order, but the order depends upon him. All things, both fishes and birds and plants, are ordered together in some way, but not in the same way; and the system is not such that there is no relation between one thing and another ; there is a definite connexion. Every- 3 thing is ordered together to one eud; but the arrangement is like that in a household, where the free persons huve the least liberty to act fit random,
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τὰ πλεΐστα τετακται, rot? δέ άνδραποδοις και τοι? θηρίοις μικρόν τό eis τό κοινόν, τ6 δέ πολύ ο τι ετυχεν ■ τοιαότη γὰρ έκάστον αρχή αυτών ή φύσις εστίν. λέγω δ’ οἶον el's γε τὰ διακριθψαι ανάγκη άπασιν ελθέΐν, και άλλα ούτως εστιν ών κοινωνεΐ άπαντα εις το ό'λον. 'Όσα δε αδύνατα συμβαίνει ή άτοττα τοΐς άλλως λέγονσι, και -ποια οι χαριεστερως λεγοντες, καί επί ποιων ελάχιστοι άπορίαι, δεΐ μη λανθάνει ν. πάντες γάρ εξ εναντίων ποιοΰσι πάντα, οΰτε δε τὰ πάντα ούτε τό εξ εναντίων ορθως, ουτ εν οσοις τα εναντία υπάρχει, πως εκ των εναντίων ἔσται, ού λέγουσιν απαθή γάρ τα εναντία υπ άλλήλων.	ή μιν δε
λύεται τούτο εύλόγως τω τρίτον τι είναι, οι δε τὰ 'έτερον των εναντίων ϋλην ποιοϋσιν, ώσπερ οι το άνισον τω ισω ή τω ενί τα πολλά, λύεται δέ καί το ντο τον αυτόν τρόπον ή γάρ ύλη ή μία ούδενί εναντίον, ἔτι άπαντα του φαύλου μεθεξει ἔξω του ενός· τό γάρ κακόν αυτό θάτερον των στοιχείων, οι δ’ άλλοι ονδ’ άρχάς τό αγαθόν και το κακόν καίτοι εν άπασι μάλιστα τό αγαθόν αρχή, οι δε τούτο μεν ορθως οτ ι αρχήν, ὰλλὰ
° The free persons correspond to the heavenly bodies, whose movements are fixed by necessity ; the servile class to human beings. Each class acts in accordance with its nature, a principle which “ produces obedience to duty in the higher creatures, caprice in the lower ” (Ross).
' Because there is a» eternal substance, which is not derived from contraries (ch. vi. 1).
e Things are derived from a substrate as well (ch. ii, 1). 168
METAPHYSICS, XII. χ. 3-6
and have all οι· most of their actions preordained for them, whereas the slaves nnd animals have liUJe common responsibility and act. for the most part at random ; for the nature of each class is a principle such as we have described.11 I mean, for example, 4 that everything must at least come to dissolution; and similarly there ave other respects in which everything contributes to the good of the whole.
We must not fail to observe Ιιθλν many irapossi- ϋιΐιίαιΐΐκ··, bilities and absurdities are involved by other theories, and what views the more enlightened thinkers hold, (VOHntcmsii and what views entail the fewest difficulties. All δ thinkers maintain that all things come from con- "“d >‘> tti-traries ; but they are wrong both in saying “ all tilings ” b and in saying that they come from contraries,0 nor do they explain how tilings in which the contraries really are present come from the contraries ; for the contraries cannot act upon each other. For us, however, this problem is satisfactorily solved by the fact that there is a third factor. Other thinkers make one of the two contraries matter ; e.g., this is done by those ,l who make the Unequal matter for the Equal, or the Many matter for the One. But this also is disposed of in 6 the same way ; for the one matter of two contraries is contrary to nothing. Further, on then· view everything except Unity itself will partake of evil; for “the Bad”e is itself one of the elements. The other school1 does not even regard the Good and the Bad as principles ; yet the Good is in the truest sense a principle in all things. The former school is
11 See on XIV. j. 4·.
• The “ Bad ” was identified with the unequal; ttf. I. vi. 10.
' Sec ch. vii. 10.
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ι πώς τό αγαθόν αρχή ου λέγουσιν, ποτερον ώς τέλος ή ώς κίνησαν ή ώς (Ιδος.	Άτόπως δε
καί Εμπεδοκλής· την γάρ ψιλίον ποιεί τὰ ὰγαθόν, αυτή δ’ ὰργή καί ώς κινούσα (συνάγει γάρ) και ώς νλη (μόριον γάρ τον μίγματος)· el δή καί τω , αύτώ συμβέβηκε και ως νλη1 αρχή εΐναι και ώς κινούν τι, ὰλλὰ τό γ’ e?vai ον ταύτό. κατά πότερον οΰν φιλία; άτοττον δε και τὰ άφθαρτον εἶναι τό νεΐκος· τοΰτο δ’ έστιν αυτά η του κακόν φύσις.
Αναξαγόρας δέ ώς κινούν τό ὰγαθόν αρχήν ό γάρ νους κινεί, ὰλλὰ /am ενεκά τινος, ώστε ετερον, πλήν ώς ήμεΐς λέγομεν ή γάρ ιατρική εστί πως ή ύγίεια. άτοπο ν δέ και το εναντίον μή ποίησαι τω άγαθφ και τοι νφ. πάντες δ οι ταναντια λέγοντες ον χρώνται τοΐς εναντίοις, εάν μή ρύθμιση τις. και διά τί τὰ μεν φθαρτά τα δ’ άφθαρτα, ουδεϊς λέγει· πάντα γάρ τὰ δντα ποιοΰσιν εκ των αυτών αρχών, έτι οἱ μεν εκ του μή οντος ποιοΰσι τὰ οντα· oi 8’ ἴνα μή τοΰτο άναγκασθώσιν, εν πάντα ποιοΰσιν. ἔτι διὰ τί αει ἔσται γένεσις και τί αἴτιον γενέσεως, ούδεις λέγει. Και τοΐς δύο άρχάς ποιοΰσιν άλλην ανάγκη αρχήν κυριωτέραν εΐναι, και τοΐς τὰ είδη [οτι% άλλη αρχή κυριωτέρα]* *·
1 καί ώί Βλ·η Bessarion Alexander Bonitz: <ls ΙΙλη καί. * ί«] (τι fort. Themistius, ci. Bonitz (uel (σται), Ross. 3 Christ.
b Fr. 17 (Diels), 18-30. ^ J Of IX.
* Motion presupposes a ήηαΙ cause, which was not μΊ .5 meant by “ Mind.” Cf I. vii. δ.
with
Anaxagoras Π---------.	------
* Aristotle identifies the efficient cause, m α ι the final cause. Of VII. ix. 3.
f In I. vi. 10 Aristotle describes Anaxagoras a ing contrary principles of good and evil. Moreover, on Aristotle’s own showing, evil cannot be a principle (IX. ix. 3). 170
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right in holding that the Good is a principle, but they do not explain how it is ft principle—whether as an end or as a moving cause or as form.
Empedocles’ theory is also absurd, for he identifies 7 the Good with Love.® This is a principle both as (i) Hi causing motion (since it combines) and as matter llul;lc (since it is part of the mixture).6 Now even if it so happens that the same thing is a principle both as matter and as causing motion, still the essence of the two principles is not the same. In which respect, then, is Love a principle ? And it is also absurd that Strife should be imperishable; strife is the very essence of evil."
Anaxagoras makes the Good a principle as causing 8 motion ; for Mind moves things, but moves them (<·) for some end, and therefore there must be some other Good d—unless it is as we say; for on our view the art of medicine is in a sense health/ It is absurd also not to provide a contrary for the Good, i.e. for Mind/ But all lliose who recognize the contraries fail to make use of the contraries, unless Omifn we systematize their theories. And none of them 9 explains why some things are perishable and others £"{2^ imperishable; for they make all existing things tin-m come from the same first principles.® Again, some h make existing things come from not-being, while others,* to avoid this necessity, make all tiling’s one. Again, no one explains why there must always be generation, and what the cause of generation is.
Moreover, those who posit two principles must 10 admit another superior principle,1 and so must the exponents of the Forms; for what made or makes
» Of III. iv. 11-20.	» Cf ch. ii. 2, a.
1 The Eleatics. Cf I. v. 10-13.	1 i.e., an efficient cause.
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διὰ τί yap μετέσχεν ή μετέχει; καί τοις μεν άλλοι? ανάγκη rfj σοφία, και τη τιμιωτάτη επιστήμη εΐναί τι εναντίον, ή μιν 8' ου. ον γάρ ἔστιν εναντίον τ φ πρώτοι ούδέν πάντα γάρ τα εναντία ύλην έχει, καί δυνάμει ταΰτα1 εστιν ή δέ εναντία άγνοια εις το εναντίον, τω δέ πρώτω εναντίον ούδέν.
Εἴ τε8 μη ἔσται παρά τὰ αισθητά άλλα, ούκ ἔσται άρχη και τάξις καί γένεσις και τα ουράνια, ὰλλ’ αει της αρχής αρχή, ώσπερ τοΐς θεολόγοι? καί τοΐς φυσικοις πόσιν. ει δ’ ἔσται τὰ εϊδη ή (οἱ)* 3 * * 6 αριθμοί, ούδενός αίτια· ει δε μή, οΰτι κινήσεώς γε. Ἔτι πώς έσται εξ άμεγεθών μέγεθος καί συνεχές; ό γάρ άριθμάς ου ποιήσει συνεχές, ούτε ώς κινούν ούτε ως είδος, αλλά μήν ουδέν γ’ ἔσται των εναντίων οπερ και ποιητικόν καί κινητικόν■ ενδέχοιτο γάρ αν μή είναι, αλλά μήν ύστερόν γε τό ποιεΐν δυνάμεως. ούκ άρα άΐδια τα όντα, ὰλλ* εστιν άναιρετέον άρα τούτων Tt. τούτο δ’ είρηται πωςι’	Ετι τινι οι αριθμοί
εν ή ή φυχή και τα σώμα καί δλως τό είδος καί τό πράγμα, ου δεν λέγει ούδείς· ούδ' ενδέχεται είπεΐν, εάν μή ως ημείς εΐπη, ώς τό κινούν ποιεί.
1 ταθτα J11: ταϋτέ ΕΑ» TheBiistiuS. a c? re Chriil: etτε.	8 ex Alexandre Bonita.
* ttiSs Bonitz : <Ss.
« If there is nothing but what is sensible or potential,
there can be no prime mov<*r (which is actuality) to excite
motion in the universe, and no teleology in causation. For
the cosmologists on causation see III. lii. ld~18.
6 By assuming an eternal actual mover (ch. νη 4).
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particulars participate in the Forms ἴ And υπ all other views it follows necessarily that there must be something' which is contrary to Wisdom or supreme knowledge, but on ours it does not. For there is no contrary to that which is primary, since all contraries Π involve matter, and that which has matter exists potentially ; and the ignorance which is contrary to Wisdom would tend towards the contrary of (he object of Wisdom ; but that which is primary lias no contrary.
Further, if there is to be nothing else besides sensible things, there will be no first principle, no order, no generation, and no celestial motions, but every principle will be based upon another,0 as in the accounts of all the cosmologists and physicists. And if the Forms ον numbers are to exist, they will 12 be causes of nothing ; or if not of nothing, at least not of motion.
Further, how can extension, i.e. a continuum, be produced from that which is unextended ? Number cannot, either as a moving or as α formal cm we, produce a continuum. Moreover, no contrary can be essentially productive and kinetic, for then it would be possible for it not to exist; and further, 13 the act of production would in any case be posterior to the potentiality. Therefore the world of reality is not eternal. But there are real objects which are eternal. Therefore one of these premisses must be rejected. We have described how this may be done.6
Further, in virtue of what the numbers, or soul
and body, or in general the form and the object, are one, no one attempts to explain ; nor is it possible to do so except on our theory, that it is the moving
ARISTOTLE
οἱ δὲ λάγοντες τον αριθμόν πρώτον τον μαθηματικόν καί ούτως αει άλλην εχομενην ουσίαν καί 1078 α άρχάς έκάστης άλλας, επεισοόιώόη την του παντός ουσίαν ποιοΰσιν (ovSev γάρ ή έτέρα τη έτερρ. συμβάλλεται ουσα η μη ουσα) καί άρχάς πολλής' τα δέ όντα ου βούλεται πολιτευεσθαι κακώς, ούκ αγαθόν πολυκοιρανίη· εις κοίρανος έστω.
“ Cf νπΓΤϋ
6 Speusippus and his followers ; of. VII. ii. 4, XIV. iii, 8.
“ Homer, Iliad ii. 204.
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cause that makes them one.® As for thoseb who main-14 tain that mathematical number is the primary reality, and so go on generating one substance after another and finding different principles for each one, they make the substance of the universe incoherent (for one substance in no way affects another by its existence or non-existence) and give ns α great many governing principles. But the world must, not be governed badly :
The rule of many is not good; let one he the ruler.'
175
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1076 a	, ,	"
Ι. Π e/Ψ μεν ουν τή? τὥν αισθητών ουσίας ειρη-ται τις ἔστιν, έν μέν τή μεθόδιμ τή τὥν φυσικών ίο wept τής νλης, ύστερον δὲ περί της κατ ενέργειαν, επεί δ’ ή σκέφις έστί νοτερόν ἔστι τι? παρά ^ τας αισθητός ουσίας ακίνητος και άίδιος η ουκ εστι, καί €ἴ ἔστι τίο ἔστι, πρώτον τὰ παρά των ὰλλων λεγάμενα θεωρητέον, όπως είτε τι μη καλώς λέγουσι, μή τοι? αύτοΐς ένοχοι ώ^εν, καί^ ει τι Ιδ δόγμα κοινόν ή μιν κάκείνοις, τοΰτ ιδία μη καθ ημών δυσχεραίνω μεν αγαπητόν γάρ ει τις τα μεν κάλλιαν λέγοι, τὰ δέ μη χείρον. Δυο 8* * εισί δόξαι περί τούτων· τά τε γαρ μαθηματικά φασιν ουσίας εΐναί τινες, οἶον αριθμούς καί γραμμάς καί τα συγγενή τούτοις, καί πάλιν τας ιδέας, ένει δε οι ίο μεν δύο ταΰτα γένη ποιοϋσι, τάς τε ιδέας καί τούς μαθηματικούς αριθμούς, οι δέ μίαν φύσιν άμφο-τέρων, έτεροι δέ τινες τας μαθηματικός μόνον ουσίας εΐναί φασι, σκεπτέον πρώτον μεν περί τών μαθηματικών, αηδεμίαν προστιθέντας φύσιν άλλην αύτοΐς, οἶον ποτερον ίδέαι τυγχάνουσιν οΰααι ή ον,
“ The reference is presumably to Physics I.
* ϊη Books V1I.-IX.
' Tin's was the orthodox Platonist view i ef 1. vi. 4 d Xenocrates and his followers.
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I We have already explained wli.it the substance jiqok .xur of sensible things is, dealing in ouv treatise on physics3 with tne mnlei'inl subslrule, and subsc- ihhiAh,' quently with substance as actunlity.* Niov since 2 we ave inquiring whether there· is or is not some luu. \ni. immutable and eternal substance besides .sensible	ul
substances, and if there is, what it is, we must first αΐΗ<·η>·»»8 examine the statements of other thinkeis, so that if they have been mistaken in iiny respect, mo may not be liable to the same mistakes ; and if there is KJ’ any view which i8 common to them and us, we may not feel any private self-irritation on Ihis score.
For we must be content if we state some points better than they have done, and others no worse.
There are two views, on this subject. Some say 3 that mathematical objects, i.e. numbers and lines, etc., are substances ; and others again that the Ideas are substances. Now since some 0 recognise 4 these as two classes—the Ideas and the mathematical numbers—and others a regard both as having one nature, and yet others e hold that only the mathematical substances are substances, we must first consider the mathematical objects, without imputing to them any other characteristic—e.g. by asking whether they are really Ideas or not, or whether • The Pythagoreans and Speusippus.
VOL. 11
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26 καί πότερον άρχαΐ καί ονσίαι τών οντων ή ου, α λλ’ ως περί μαθηματικών μόνον εἴτ’ είσίν είτε μη είσι, και e’i είσι πώς είσίν επειτα μετά ταντα χωρίς περί των ιδεών αϊτών απλώς και δσον νόμον χάριν τεθρύληται γάρ τα πολλά και υπό των εξωτερικών λόγων. ἔτι δέ προς εκείνην δει τήν so σκέφιν απαντάν τον πλείω λόγον, όταν όπια κοπώμεν el αἱ ονσίαι και αἱ άρχαΐ των οντων αριθμοί καί ἶδέαι είσίν μετά γάρ τάς ιδέας αντη λείπεται τρίτη σκεφις. Ανάγκη δ’, είπε ρ εοτι τὰ μαθηματικά, ή έν τοι? αίσθητοΐς είναι αύτά, καθάπερ λέγουσι τινες, η κεχωρισμενα των αίσθη-js τών (λέγουσι δέ «αι ουτω τινες) · ή « μηδετέρως, η ούκ είσίν η άλλον τρόπον είσίν. ὥσθ’ ή άμφι-σβήτησις ήμΐν ἔσται ου περί τον εἶναι αλλά ττ€ρί του τρόπου.
Π. Ὁτι μεν τοίνυν ἔν γ€ τοι? αίσθητοΐς αδύνατον εΐναι καί άμα πλααματίας ό λόγος, εἴρηται 107β ι> μἔυ «αι έν τοι? διαπορήμασιν δτι δύο άμα στερεά εΐναι αδύνατον, ἔτι δε καί δτι τον αυτού λόγου καί τάς άλλας δυνάμεις καί φύσεις εν τοΐς αίσθητοΐς είναι και μηδεμίαν κεχωρισμόνην—ταντα μεν ονν εΐρηται πρότερον· ὰλλὰ προς τοότοις φανερόν δτι 9 αδύνατον διαιρεθήναι ότιονν σώμα· κατ επίπεδον γάρ διαιρεθήσεται, καί τούτο κατά γραμμήν, καί αυτή κατά στιγμήν, ώστ ει την στιγμήν διελεΐν αδύνατον, καί την γραμμήν, ει δέ ταύτην, καί
178
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they arc principles anil sulisltmcus of exiting things or not—and jnevcly inquire· wlielhrr as mu thematical objccts Lliej <‘\ist or noi, and if Ihey du, in v-lmt sense ; then after IhU we must separately conbider the Ideas themselves, simply and in so far as the accepted procedure requires ; i’uv most of the arguments have been made familiar already by Ule criticisms of other thinkers. And further, the greater n part of our discussion must bear directly upon this second question—via. when we are considering whether tlie substances and first principles of existing things are numbers and Ideas; for after we have dealt will) the Ideas there remains this third question.
Now if the objects of mathematics exist, they» must be oitlicr in sensible things, as some hold; τη·· «ι·ιν·ι or separate from them (there are some .-ilso wlm holfl ihis view) ; or if tlu-y are neither the one nor the other, either they du not exist, at all, or they exiit in some other way. Thus the point which we shall have to discuss is. concerned not with their Existence, but with the mode of their existence.
ΙΪ. That the objects of mathematics cannot beThuyaion.it in sensible things, and that moreover the theory that they are is α fabrication, has been observed "KS already in our discussion of difficulties a—the reasons being (a) that two solids cannot occupy the same space, and (6) that on this same theory all other potentialities and characteristics would exist in sensible things, and none of them would exist separately. Tins, then, has been already stated; but in addition to this il is clearly impossible, on this 2 theory for any body to be divided. For it must be divided in a plane, and the plane in a line, -ind the line at a point; .-uid therefore if the point is mili-179
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τὰλλα. τί ουν διαφέρει ή ταύτας εΐναι τοιαότα? ίο φύσεις, η αύτάς μεν μη, είναι δ’ «V αύταΐς τοιαότα$ φύσεις; τὰ αΰτο γὰρ συμβησεται· διαιρούμενων γάρ των αισθητών διαιρεθησονται, η ουδέ αἱ
αισθη ται.
’Αλλὰ μην ουδέ κεχωρισμενας γ’ eivai φύσεις τοιαύτας δυνατόν, ει γάρ ἔσται στερεά παρά τὰ αισθητά κεχωρισμενα τούτων ετερα και πρότερα των αισθητών, δήλον οτι και παρά τὰ επίπεδα 15 ετερα άναγκαΐον εΐναι επίπεδα κεχωρισμενα, καί στιγμάς καί γραμμάς· τοΰ γάρ αύτοΰ λόγου. ει δέ ταυτα, πάλιν παρά τὰ τοΰ στερεού τοΰ μαθηματικού επίπεδα καί γραμμάς καί στιγμάς ετερα κεχωρισμενα· πρότερα γάρ τών συγκείμενων ἔστι τὰ άσύνΰετα· καί ειπερ τών αισθητών πρότερα •μ σώματα μη αισθητά, τω αύτώ λόγω καί τών επίπεδων τών εν τοΐς άκινήτοις στερεοΐς τὰ αυτά καθ’ αύτά. ώστε ετερα ταΰτα επίπεδα καί γραμ-μαί τών άμα τοΐς στερεοΐς τοΐς κεχωρισμένοις· τά μεν γάρ άμα τοΐς μαθηματικοί; στερεοΐς, τά δέ μ πρότερα τών μαθηματικών στερεών, πάλιν τοίνυν τούτων τών επίπεδων ἔσονται γραμμαί, ων πρότερον δεήσει ετερας γραμμάς και στιγμάς εΐναι διά τόν αυτόν λόγον· καί τούτων (τών)1 εν ταΐς προτέραις γραμμαΐς ετερας προτερας στιγμάς, ὥν ούκέτι πρότεραι ετερα ι. άτοπος τε δη γίγνεται ή σώρευαις· συμβαίνει γάρ στερεά μεν μοναχά eo παρά τὰ αισθητά, επίπεδα δέ τριττά παρά τά αισθητά, τά τε παρά τά αίσθητα καί τά έν τοΐς 1 Christ.
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visible, so in the lint', and so on. For what (lilFeroncr ϊ) does ii make whether ('iitilies of this kind arc si-nsihlc* objects, nr λλliilc not. being tin· objects IlH’insolves are jtI present in them ? the i-onsequenre will l>f the s:imc. fra· either they must be dividrcl when tfic sensible objects are divided, or cKe not oven the sensible objects can lx: divided.
Nor again can enlilic·'. of this kind exist sqmrnk-lv.
For if besides sensible solids Hiere .-1 re lo bo oflirr ■( solids which are M'panitc from I liem and prior to doi c sensible solifls. c\our]y br.siiles si-nsi)»]i· ρl.tmthere iJ.'J.J, must he other separate plimes, ami so too with •'"‘■ι-points and lines ; for the Mime ar^umcnl. applies.
And if these exist, again besides Hu: pianos, linc;s and points of the mathematical solid, there must be others which are separate ; for the moouipositc Κ Γ» prior lo Ihc composite, imd if prior to seiiMl>l<> bodies there t\rv oilier non-si-nsibli* bodii-x. I lien by tin; same argument the plants which imlf'pmdrnlly must be prior to those which arc pn.'sent in the immovable solids. Therefore tlivre will he planes and lines distinct from those which coexiM with tin-separately-existent. solids; for the latter coexist with the mathematical solids, but the former are prior to the mathematical s>olids. Again, in these 6 planes there will be lines, and by the same argument there must be other lines prior to these ; and prior to the points which are in the prior lines there must be other points, although there will be no other points prioi· to these. Now the tic-cumulation be- 7 comes absurd; because whereas ve gel only one class of solids besides sensible solids, we get three classes of planes besides sensible planes—those which exist separately from sensible planes, those 181
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10W b μαθηματικοΐς στερεόΐς καί <τὰ>1 -παρά τὰ έν τούτοι?, γράμμα ϊ δέ τετραξαί, σηγμα'ι δέ πενταξαί· ware περί ποια αἱ επιστημαι ἔσονται αι μαθηματικοί τούτων; ου γὰρ δή περί τὰ ev τω στερέω .ν. τφ άκινήτφ επίπεδα καί γραμμάς καί στιγμάς- αει γαρ περί τὰ πρότερα η επιστήμη, ό δ’ αΰτδο λόγοδ καί περί των αριθμών παρ εκαστας γαρ τ as στιγμάς ετεραι ἔσονται μονάδες, καί παρ' εκαστα τα όντα, (τὰ)2 αισθητά, εΐτα τα νοητά, ὥστ ἔσται γέν^ άπειρα των μαθηματικών αριθμών.
1077 a Ἔτι στ7·€/> και έν τοι? απορήμασιν έπήλθομεν πώς ενδέχεται λύειν; περί α γὰρ ή αστρολογία ἔστιν, ομοίως ἔσται’ παρά τὰ αισθητά, καί περί α η γεωμετρία' εἶναι δ' ουρανόν καί τα μόρια αυτόν πώς Βννατόν, η άλλο ότιοΰν έχον κίνησιν; ομοίως 5 δέ καί τὰ οπτικά καί τὰ αρμονικά· ἔσται γὰρ φωνή τε καί οφις παρά τὰ αισθητά καί τὰ καθ’ εκαστα· ὥστ« δήλον οτι καί αἱ όίλλαι αισθήσεις καί τὰ άλλα αισθητά (τί γὰρ μάλλον τάδε ή τάδε;)· ει δέ ταΰτα, καί ζφα ἔσονται, eiVep καί αισθήσεις. Ἔτι ίθ γράφεται ενια καθόλου ύπό των μαθηματικών παρά ταύτας τάς ούσίας. ἔσται οΰν καί αΰτη τις άλλη ουσία μεταξύ κεχωρισμένη τών τ' ιδεών καί των μεταξύ, ή ούτε αριθμός εστιν οϋτε στιγμαί οντε μέγεθος ούτε χρόνος, ει δε τούτο αδύνατον, δήλον 1 Bessarion, Alexander,
^■03S·	_______a ίσται Alexander (?) Bonitz ·. tarϊ.
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which exist, in the mathemal.iral solid·., and those which ρ χ ϊ si. srparalcly from those in the nmtlie-matical solids—fom· classes of lines, anil live of jwinl s ; with which of those, then, will Ihe matlu-inatioal 8 sciences deal ? Not, surely, with Hie piano*!, line's anil points in the immovable solid : fur knowledge, is always concerned with tlwl which Κ prior. Anti the same argument applies lo numbers ; for then· will ho other units besidrs each class of points, and besides each class of existing things, first the .sensible and then the intclligibli*: so that there will be an infinite number of kinds <>f mathematical numbers.
Again, there are the problems which we ciiumnr- 0 nted in our discussion of difficulties “ : how can they .swmd be solved ? For the objects of astronomy will similarly be distinct from sensible things, awl so will those of geometry ; but how can u heaven and its parts (or anything else which lms motion) exist apart from the sensible heaven ? And similarly the objects of optics and of harmonics will be distinct, for there will be sound and sight apart from the sensible and particular objects. Hence clearly 10 the other senses and objects of sense will exist separately; for why should one class of objects do so rather than another ? And if this is so, animals too will exist separately, inasmuch as the semes will.
Again, there are certain general mathematical τΐιιι-d proof theorems which are not restricted to these substances. Here, then, we shall have yet another ll kind of substance intermediate between and distinct from the Ideas and the intermediates, which is . neither number nor points nor spatial magnitude nor time. And if this is impossible, clearly it is 183
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ἔτι κάκεΐνα αδύνατον εἶναι κεχωρισμένα των αισθητών.
"Ολως δὲ τουναντίον συμβαίνει και του αληθούς καί του είωθότος ύπολαμβάνεσθαι, εΐ τις θήσει ούτως είναι τὰ μαθηματικά ως κεχωρισμένας τινας φάσεις· ανάγκη γὰρ διά τὰ μεν ούτως εΐναι αύτάς ττροτερας είναι των αισθητών μεγεθών, κατά τό αληθές δὲ υστέρας· τό γὰρ ατελές μέγεθος γενέσει μέν πρότερον έστι, τη ουσία δ” ύστερον, οἶον άφυχον έμφνχου. Ἔτι τινι καί ποτ1 ἔσται ἔν τὰ μαθηματικά μεγέθη; τα μεν γάρ ενταΰθα φυχή η μέρει φυχής η άλλο) τινι εν-λόγως1· ει δέ μη, πολλά, και διαλύεται· εκείνοι; δε διαιρετοίς καί ποσοΐς οΰσι τί αίτιον τοΰ εν εΐναι καί συμμένειν; Έτι αι γενέσεις δηλονσιν πρώτον μεν γάρ επί μήκος γίγνεται, εΐτα επί πλάτος, τελευταίου δ’ εις βάθος, καί τέλος έσχεν. εί οάν το τη γενέσει ύστερον τη ούσίψ πρότερον, το σώμα πρότερον αν εϊη επιπέδου καί μήκους, καί ταύτη καί τέλειον καί όλον μάλλον, ότι έμφυχον γίγνεται· γραμμή δε έμφυχος ή επίπεδον πώς αν εϊη; υπέρ γάρ τάς αισθήσεις τάς ήμετέρας αν εϊη τό αξίωμα.
Ἔτι τό μεν σώμα ουσία τις3· ήδη γάρ έχει πως τό τέλειον αἱ δέ γραμμαί πώς ούσίαι; οΰτε γάρ ως
1 καί ποτ Bonitz: καί νότ. a ιΰΜγωι ci. Ross: etFKoyov Jaeger: ςύ\ί-γψ codd.
3 Tit Γ Bessarion Alexander: ris.
• i.e., in the natural order of development. Thus “ genera- _ tion ” (yivttrit) is used in two different senses in this argu- * ment, which therefore becomes invalid (Bonitz).
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1077 a
ειδος καί μορφή ns, οἶον ει apa η ψυχή τοιοΰτον, οΰτε (its η ΰλη, οἶον τὰ σώμα· ούθεν γάρ εκ γραμ-3.-, μών οΰδ’ επιπέδων ουδέ στιγμών φαίνεται συν· ίστασθαι δυνάμενον ει δ’ ήν ουσία ns ύλική, τοϋτ 1077 b ὰν εψαίνετο δυνάμενα πάσχειν.	Τω μεν οΰν
λόγω έστω ττ pore ρα· ὰλλ5 ου ττάντα δσα τω λόγω ττρότερα και τί) ούσίμ ττρότερα. τη μεν γάρ ούσίφ ττρότερα δσα χωριζόμενα τω εΐναι υπερβάλλει, τφ λόγιρ δε όσων οἱ λόγοι εκ τών λόγων ταντα δέ β ούχ αμα υπάρχει, ει γάρ μη ἔσπ τὰ πάθη παρά τ as ουσίας, οἶον κινοΰμενόν τι η λευκόν, τοϋ λευκοΰ ανθρώπου το λευκόν πρότερον κατά τον λόγον, ὰλλ’ ου κατά την ουσίαν ού γάρ ενδέχεται εΐναι κεχωρι· σμόνον, ὰλλ’ αει αμα τφ συνόλω εστίν σΰνολον δὲ λέγω τον άνθρωπον τον λευκόν, ώστε φανερόν δτι ίο οΰτε το εξ άφαιρέσεως πρότερον οΰτε το εκ προσ-θέσεως ύστερον εκ προσθεσεως γάρ τφ λενκφ 6 λευκάς άνθρωπο5 λέγεται. "Οτι μεν οΰν ούτε ούσίαι μάλλον τών σωμάτων εισίν, οΰτε πράτερα τφ εΐναι τών αισθητών, αλλά τφ λόγιρ μόνον, οΰτε κεχωρισμενα που εΐναι δυνατόν, ειρτηται ίκανώς. ιβ επεί δ5 ού8> εν τοις αίσθητοΐς ενεδεχετο αύτά εΐναι, φανερόν οτι ή ολως ουκ ἔστιν η τρόπον τινα ἔστι και διὰ τοΰτο ούχ απλώς ἔστιν πολλαχώς γάρ τὰ εἶναι λόγο μεν.
ΙII. "Ωσπερ γάρ καί τα καθόλου εν τοΐς μαθή-
186
METAPHYSICS, XIII. ir. lrt—rn. l
of form or shape, as perhaps the soul is, nor as being matter, like the body ; for il docs not appear that anything can be composed either of lines or of pianos οι· of points, whereas if they were a kind of malerinl 1C substance it would be apparent that things can be so composed.
Let it be granted that tliC3' are prior m formula; yet. not everything winch is prior in formula is also prior in substantiality. Thing's are prim- in substantiality which when separated have a superior power of existence ; things arc prior in formula from whose formulae the formulae of other tilings are compounded. And these chavwtertalicti lire not indissoemble. For if attributes, such as “ moving ” 17 or “ white,” do not exist apart from th<*ir substances, " white ” wili be prior in formula to " while man,’’ but not in substantiality ; for it cannot exist in separation, hut always exists conjointly with the concrete whole—by wliich I mean “ wliitc man.” Thus it is obvious that neither is the result 18 of abstraction prior, nor the result of adding a determinant posterior—for the expression “ white man ” is the result of adding a determinant to “ white.”
Thus we have sufficiently shown (a) that the objects s«mronry. of mathematics are not more substantial than corporeal objects ; (b) that they are not prior in point, of existence to sensible things, but only in formula ; and (c) that they cannot in any way exist m separation. And since we have seen0 that they cannot 19 exist in sensible things, it is clear that either they do not exist at all, or they exist only in a certain way, and therefore not absolutely; for “ exist ” has several senses.
III.	The general propositions in mathematics are Mali...
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μασιν oi) περι κεχωρισμενων εστι παρά τα μεγέθη καί τούς αριθμούς, άλλα π epl τούτων μεν, ονχ ή •io δέ τοιαΰτα οἶα ἔχειν μέγεθος η είναι διαιρετά, δήλον οτι ενδέχεται και περί των αισθητών μεγεθών είναι και λόγους και αποδείξεις, μη fj δὲ αισθητά, ὰλλ’ ή τοιαδί, ώσπερ γάρ και ή κινούμενα μόνον πολλοί λόγοι εΐσί, χωρίς τον τι έκαστον εστι των 25 τοιούτων και των συμβεβηκότων αντοΐς, καί ούκ ανάγκη διά ταΰτα η κεχωρισμενον τι εἶναι κινού-μενον των αισθητών η εν τούτοις τινα φύσιν είναι άφωρισμενην, ούτω καί επί των κινούμενων ἔσονται λόγοι καί επιστήμαι, ούχ fj κινούμενα δέ ὰλλ’ ή σώματα μόνον, καί πάλιν ή επίπεδα μόνον καί ή no μη κη μόνον, και ή διαιρετά και fj αδιαίρετα έχοντα δέ θέσιν, καί fj αδιαίρετα μόνον, ὥστ’ έπεί απλώς λέγειν αληθές μη μόνον τὰ χωριστά είναι άλλα καί τα μη χωριστά, οἶον κινούμενα είναι, καί τὰ μαθηματικά δτι ἔστιν απλώς αληθές είπεϊν, καί τοιαΰτά γε οἶα λέγουσιν. καί ώσπερ και τάς 85 αλλας επιστήμας απλώς αληθές είπεϊν τούτου είναι, ούχί του συμβεβηκότος, οἶον οτι λευκοΰ ει το υγιεινόν λευκόν, ή1 S’ ἔστιν υγιεινόνf ὰλλ’ 1078 a εκείνον ου ἔστιν έκάστη, ει (ή}3 ύγιεινόν ύγιεινοΰ, ει δ’ ή άνθρωπος άνθρωπον, ούτω καί την γεωμετρίαν· ονκ ει συμβέβηκεν αισθητά είναι ὥν έστί, 1 ή Bonita:
a ύγιεινοΰ γρ, E, Alexander: ύγιεινύρ.	3 Bonitz.
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nol concerned with objects which exist scjmratoly ilji apart from magnitudes and numbery ; they are con- )!„'! eerni'il with magnitudes and numbers, blit not with them as possessing inaynituclo or being divisible. It, ntit. is clearly possible that in the same way propositions and logical proofs may apply to sensible magnitudes ; not qua sensible, but qua having certain characteristics. l*or just ns there can be many -propositions about tilings merely qua movable, without any reference to the essential nature of each one or to their attributes, and it dues not uccebsanly follow from this either that there is something movable which exists in separation iron) sensible things or that there is a distinct movable nature in sensible things ; so too there will be propositions and sciences which apply to movable things, nol qua movable but qua corporeal only ; and again qua planes only and qua lines only, and qua divisible, and qua indivisible but having position, anil qua indivisible only. Therefore since it is true to say in a 3 general sense not only that things which are separable but that things which are inseparable exist, e.g., that movable things exist, it ic also true to say in a general sense that mathematical objects exist, and in such a form as mathematicians describe them. And just as it is true to say generally of the 4 other sciences that they deal with a particular subject—not with that which is accidental to it (e.g. not with " white ” if " the healthy ” is white, and the subject of the science it “ the healthy ”), but with that which is the subject of the particular science ; with the healthy if it. treats of tilings qua healthy, and with man if qua man—so this is also true of geometry. If thu things of which it treats
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μή ἔστι δὲ ή αισθητά, ού των αισθητών ἔσονται αἱ μαθηματικοί έπιστήμαι, ου μέντοι, ονδὲ παρα α ταΰτα άλλων κεχωρισμένων.	Πολλά δέ συμ-
βέβηκε καθ' αυτά τοϊς πράγμασιν f έκαστον υπάρχει των τοιούτων, επεί καί fj θήλυ το ζώον καί ή άρρεν, ἴδια πάθη εστίν, καίτοι ούκ ἔστι τι θήλυ ούδ' άρρεν κεχωρισμένον των ζώων ώστε καί ή μήκη μόνον καί fj επίπεδα, και οσω δη αν περί ίο προτερων τω λόγιο καί άπλονστέρων, τοσουτω μάλλον έχει τά ακριβές (τούτο δέ το άπλοΰν εστίν)· ώστε άνευ τε μεγέθους μάλλον ή μετά μεγέθους, και μάλιστα άνεν κίνησεως· εάν δὲ κίνησιν, μάλιστα την πρώτην άπλονστάτη γάρ, και τούτης ή όμαλή. Ὁ δ' αντος λόγος καί περί αρμονικής 1Γ' καί οπτικής· ούδετέρα γάρ fj όφις ή fj φωνή θεωρεί, άλλ’ fj γραμμαί καί αριθμοί· οικεία μέντοι ταΰτα πάθη εκείνων καί ή μηχανική δέ ωσαύτως. "Ωστ ει τις θέμενος κεχωρισμένα των συμβεβηκότων σκοπεί τι περί τούτων ή τοιαΰτα, ούθέν διά τοΰτο φεΰδος φεύσεται, ώσπερ οι3δ* όταν εν τή γή γράφη 20 καί ποδιαίαν φή τήν1 μή ποδιαίαν ού γάρ έν ταΐς προτάσεσι τό φεΰδος, άριστα δ' αν οντω θεωρη-θείη έκαστον, εϊ τις τα μή κεχωρισμένον θείη χωρία ας, οπερ ό αριθμητικός ποιεί καί 6 γεω-1 ττοδιαίου φ$ τήν Bessarion Alexander Bonitss: τήν πόδι αίαν
“ XII. νϋ. 6.
6 Optics studies lines and harmonics numbers because these sciences are subordinate to geometry and arithmetic (sin. Post. 75 b 15).
« Of XIV. ii. 9, 10.
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we accidenlally sensible although jfc dues not treat of them qua sensible, i(, does not follow tlmt the mathematical sciences treat of .sensible things—nor, on the other hand, that they Ireut, of otliur ihingfi which exist independently apart froiu tiiese,
Many attributes iuo essential properties of tilings 5 as possessing ii pavticulm· cliiiriu'ievistic ; <■ there ave attributes pccuhnv to an animtil qua feiunlo or qua male, although thm- is no such tiling as fen ink» ον male in separation from animals. Honct,· there are also attribute* which are peculiar to things luurc-ly qua lines or planes. And in proportion ns the 0 things which νο ave considering m-e prior in formula find simpler, they admit of greater exactness ; for simplicity implies exactness. Hence we find greater exactness where there is no magnitude, anil tin· greatest exactness where then: is no motion ; or if motion is involved, where it is primary, because this is the simplest kind; and the simplest kind of primary motion is uniform motion."
The same principle applies to both harmonics anil 7 optics, for neither of these sciences studies objects qua sight or qua sound, but qua lines and numbers b ; yet the latter are affectioux peculiar to the formuT.
The same is also true of mechanics.
Thus, if we regard objects independently of their 8 attributes and investigate any aspect of them as so regarded, we shall not be guilty of any error on this as account, any more than when we draw a diagram on the ground nnd say that a line is a foot long when it u,?t winch is not; because the error is not in the premisses."
The best way to conduct an investigation in every ‘.«jiaraUe. case is to take that which does not exist in separation and consider it separately; which is just what the
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μέτρης. εν μέν γὰρ καί αδιαίρετον 6 άνθρωπος ή άνθρωπος' ό δ’ έθετο εν αδιαίρετον, εΐτ% έθεώρησεν ει τι τω άνθρωπος συμβεβηκεν ή αδιαίρετος. 6 δε γεωμέτρης ονθ' ή άνθρωπος ουθ' ή αδιαίρετος, ὰλλ ή στερεόν, α γάρ καν ει μη που ήν αδιαίρετος υπήρχε ν αύτώ, δήλον δτι και άνευ τούτων ενδέχεται αύτώ ύπάρχειν [τό δυνατόν]1, ώστε διά τούτο ορθώς οι γεωμέτραι λέγουσιν, και περί οντων διαλέγονται, καί δντα έστίν διττόν γάρ τό ον, . τό μεν έντελεχεία τό δ’ ύλικώς. Έπεί δὲ τό αγαθόν καί τό καλόν ετερον (τό μεν γάρ αει εν πράξει, τό δέ καλόν καί εν τοΐς άκινητοις), οι φάσκοντες ονδέν λέγειν τάς μαθηματικός επι-στήμας περί καλόν ή αγαθόν ψεύδονται· λέγουσι γάρ καί δεικνυουσι μάλιστα· ου γάρ ει μή όνομά-ζουσι, τὰ δ’ έργα καί τούς λόγους δεικνυουσι ν, ού λέγουσι περί αυτών, του δέ καλοΰ μέγιστα εΐδη τάξις καί συμμετρία καί τό ώρισμένον, α μάλιστα δεικννονσιν αἱ μαθηματικοί επιστήμαι. καί έπεί γε πολλών αίτια φαίνεται ταΰτα (λέγω δ’ οἶον ή τάξις καί τό ώρισμένον), δήλον δτι λέγοιεν αν και . την TOiawnjv αιτίαν την ώς τό καλόν αἴτιον τρόπον τινα, μάλλον δε γνωρίμως εν άλλοις περί αυτών έροΰμεν.
IV.	Π ερι μεν οδν των μαθηματικών, δτι τε δντα 1 om. Γ! habent codcl.
0 i.e., potentially.	* * Of III. ii. 4.
• There is no obvious fulfilment of this promise.
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arithmetician or the geometrician dot's 1'or man, I) qua man, is one indivisible tiling ; and the arithmetician assumes man to be one indivisible tiling, and then considers whether there is any attribute of man qua indivisible. And the geometrician considers man neither qua man nor qua indivisible, but qua something solid. For clearly the attributes which would have belonged to “ man ” even if man were somehow not indivisible can belong to man irrespectively of his humanity or indivisibility.
Hence for this reason the geometricians are right 10 in what they maintain, and treat of ivluit really exists ; i.e., the objects of geometry really exist.
For things can exist in two ways, either in complete reality or as matter.0
And since goodness is distinct from beauty (for it iJ^doaenot is always in actions that goodness is present, whereas ignore πω beauty is also in immovable things), they 6 arc in L’eauty!*0 °Γ error who assert that the mathematical sciences tell us nothing about beauty or goodness; for they Π describe and manifest these qualities in the highest degree, since it does not follow, because they manifest the effects and principles of beauty and goodness without naming them, that they do not treat of these qualities. The main species of beauty are orderly arrangement, proportion, and definiteness; and these are especially manifested by the mathematical sciences. And inasmuch as it is evident that these 12 (I mean, e.g., orderly arrangement and definiteness) are causes of many things, obviously they must also to some extent treat of the cause in this sense, i.e. the cause in the sense of the Beautiful. But we shall deal with this subject more explicitly elsewhere.1*
IV.	As regards the objects of mathematics, then, Tin ideal
°	theory,
ο	19ΰ
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εστ'ι και πώς όντα, και πώς ττ port ρα και πώς °ν πρότερα, τοσαΰτα είρήσθω. περί δέ τών ιδεών ίο -πρώτον ούτην την κατά την ἱδέαν δόξων επισκεπ-τεον, μηθεν συνάπτοντας προς την των αριθμών φυσιν, άλλ’ ως ΰπελαβον εζ αρχής οἱ πρώτοι τὰ? ιδέας φήσαντες εΐναι. Συνέβη δ’ η περί τών ειδών δόξα τοΐς είποΰσι διά το πεισθήναι περί της αλήθειας τοΐς 'Ηρακλείτειοι? λόγου ως πάντων τών ΐδ αισθητών αει ρεόντων, ώστ ε'ίπερ επιστήμη τινος ἔσται και φρόνησις, ετερας δεΐν τινας φάσεις εΐναι παρά τάς α'ισθητάς μενοναας' ού γάρ εΐναι τών ρεόντων επιστήμην.	Σιυκράτους δε περί τάς
ήθικάς άρετάς πραγματευόμενου και περί τούτων όρΐζεσθαι καθόλου ζητοϋντος πρώτου (τών μεν γάρ 20 φυσικών ini μικρόν Αημόκριτος ήφατο μόνον και ώρίσατό πως τὰ θερμόν και τό ψυχρόν οἱ δι Πυθαγόρειοι πρότερον περί τινων ολίγων, ὥν τούς λόγους εις rows αριθμούς άνηπτον, βίον τί ἔστι καιρός ή τό δίκαιον ή γάμος), εκείνος δη εύλόγως εζήτει τό τί ἔστι. συλλογίζεσθαι γάρ ε ζητεί, άρχή κτ. δέ τών συλλογισμών τό τί ἔστιν διαλεκτική γάρ ισχύς οϋπω τότ ήν ὥστε δΰνασθαι και χωρίς του τί εστι τάναντία επισκοπεΐν, καί τών εναντίων ει 1 δ’ οιη. recc. •
• It seems quite obvious that Aristotle intends this vague
Π'use to refer to Plato· Gf I. vi. J-3, with which the owing· sections 2-5 should be compared. On the whole subject see Vol. I. Introd. pp. xx if.
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the foregoing Recount nuy bo taken as sufficient to show that they exist, and in what sense they exist, and in what sense they arc prior and in what they are not. But as regards the Ideas we must first consider the actual theory in relation to the Idea, without connecting it in any way with the nature of numbers, but Approaching it in the form in which it was originally propounded by tlie firt.1 exponentsα of the Ideas.
f’The theory of Forms occurred to those who enunci- 2 ated it because they were convinced as to the true οι isι» οι nature of reality by the doctrine of Heraclitus, that lu ιου' all sensible things are always in a shite of flux ; so that if there is to be any knowledge or thought about anything, there must be certain other entities, besides sensible ones, which persist. For there can be no knowledge of that which is in Hux. Now Socrates 3 devoted his attention to the moral virtues, and was the first to seek a general definition of these (for of the Physicists Democritus gained only a superficial grasp of the subject6 and defined, after a fashion,
“ the hot ” and “ the cold ” ; while the Pythagoreans c at an earlier date had arrived at definitions of somfc few things—whose formulae they connected with numbers—e.g., what “ opportunity ” is, or “justice” or “marriage”); and he naturally inquired into the essence of things ; for he was trying 4 to reason logically, and the starting-point οι all logical reasoning is the essence. At that lime there was as yet no such proficiency in Dialectic that men could study contraries independently of the essence, and consider whether both contraries come under the
‘ Cf. Physics 194 ft 20, De Part. Jnim. 642 a CJ4>.
* of i. v. 2, ia.
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ή αύτη επιστήμη. δύο γάρ ἔστιν α τις αν άποδοίη Σ,ωκράτει δικαίως, το us τ’ επακτικούς λόγους καί τὰ όρίζεσθαι καθόλου■ ταΰτα γάρ εστιν άμφω περί eo αρχήν επιστήμης. ’Λλλ’ ό μεν Σωκράτης τὰ καθόλου ού χωριστά εποίει ουϊε τους ορισμούς· οι δ’ εχώρισαν, και τὰ τοιαΰτα τὥν όντων ιδέας προσηγόρευσαν. ώστε συνεβαινεν αντοΐς σχεδόν τφ αύτψ λόγω πάντων ιδέας είναι των καθόλου λεγομένων, και παραπλήσιον ώσπερ αν ει τις 86 άριθμήσαι βουλόμενος ελαττόνων μεν όντων οἴοιτο μή δύνασθαι, πλείω δέ ποιήσας άριθμοίη· πλείω 1079 β γάρ ἔστι των καθ’ εκαστα αισθητών ώς είπεϊν τὰ εϊδη, περί ὥν ζητοΰντες τάς αιτίας εκ τούτων εκεί προήλθαν· καθ' έκαστον τε γάρ ομώνυμον ἔστι και παρα τάς ουσίας, των τε άλλων εν ἔστιν επί πολλών, καί επί τοΐσδε καί επί τοΐς άιδίοις. Ἔτι β καθ’ ονς τρόπους δείκνυται ότι ἔστι τὰ είδη, κατ ούθενα φαίνεται τούτων εξ ενίων μεν γάρ ούκ ανάγκη γίγνεσθαι συλλογισμόν, εξ ενίων δε καί ούχ ὥν οἴονται τούτων είδη γίγνεται. κατά τε γάρ τούς λόγους τούς εκ των επιστημών ἔσται είδη πάντων όσων επιστημαι είσίν, και κατὰ τὰ εν επι ι ίο πολλών καί των αποφάσεων, κατά δέ τό νοεΐν τι
° This is perhaps too strong a word. What Aristotle • means is that Socrates was the first thinker who attached importance to general definitions and systematically used arguments from analogy in order to arrive at them. The Greeks as a whole were only too readily impressed by analogy; Socrates merely developed an already prevalent tendency. For an example of his method see the reference at V. xxix. S.	* * Of Vol. I. Introd. p. xxi.
• With §§ (M3 cf I. ix. 1-8, which are almost verbally the same. On the relation of Book XIII, to Book I. see Vol. T. Introd. p. xxxii.
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same science. There are two innovations “ which δ may fairly he ascribed ίο S<ionites : inductive reasoning and general definition. Both of these are associated with the staiting-point of scientific knowledge.
But wlieroas Socrates regarded neither universal, Argument, nor definitions as e\ihti«g in separation, llie Idealists gave^hem a sepaiute existence, and to these uni- ™««y. versals and definitions of existing tilings they gave allumptfou the name of Ideas." Hence on tlicir view il followed β by virtually the same argument that there are Ideas οι th« Me., of all terms which are predicated universally c ; and ilunii!*r tVe the result was very nearly the same as if a man who t« b* wishes to count ft munber of things were lo suppose β*ι,,ιι"*<··1· that he could not do so when they are few, and yet were to try to count them when he has added to them. For it is Imrdly an exaggeration to say that there nrc more Forms than there are particular sensible things (in seeking for whose causes these thinkers were led on from particulars to Ideas) ; because corresponding to each thing there is a synonymous entity, apart from the substances (and in the case of non-substantial things there is a One over the Many) both in our everyday world and in the realm of eternal entities.
Again, not one of the ways in which it is attempted 7 to prove that, the Forms exist demonstrates their («Tbo point; from some of them no necessary conclusion follows, and from others it follows that there are Forms «upport the of things of which they hold that there are no Forms. jS^.ithor For according to the arguments from the sciences 8 there will be Forms of all things of which there arc nothing, or sciences ; and according to the " One-over-Many ” argument, of negations too; and according to the imply conse-argument that “ we have some conception of what inmmmtont 197
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φθαρέντος τών φθαρτών' φάντασμα γάρ τι τούτων ἔστιν, ἔτι δέ οἱ ακριβέστατοι των λόγιον οι μέν τὥν ττ ρος τι ποιοΰσιν ιδέας, ὥν ου φασιν εἶναι καθ’ αυτό γένοΓ, οἱ δε τόν τρίτον άνθρωιτον λέγουσιν. ολως τ€ άναιρονσιν οἱ πίρϊ των ειδών λόγοι 5 μάλλον βούλονται έΐναι οι λέγοντες είδη του τάς ἱδέα? εἶναι· συμβαίνει γάρ μη είναι πρώτον την δυάδα ὰλλὰ τόν αριθμόν, και τούτου το ττρός τι και τούτο του καθ’ αυτό, και ττάνθ’ όσα τινέ? άκολου-θήσαντες τάΐς περί των ειδών δόξαις ήναντιώθη· σαν ταΐς άρχαΐς. "Ετι κατά μεν την ύπόληφιν καθ’ ήν φασιν είναι τάς ιδέας ου μόνον τών ουσιών ἔσονται εἴδη αλλά και άλλων πολλών (τό γάρ νόημα εν ού μόνον περί τάς ουσίας αλλά καί κατά μη ουσιών εστί,1 καί8 επιστήμαι ού μόνον της ουσίας ἔσονται· συμβαίνει δέ καί άλλα μύρια τοιαΰτα)· κατά δέ τό άναγκαΐον και τάς δόξας τάς περί αυτών, ει ἔστι μεθεκτά τὰ εϊδη, τών ουσιών άναγκαΐον ιδέας είναι μόνον ού γάρ κατά σνμ-βεβηκός μετέχονται, αλλά δεΐ ταντη έκαστου μετ-έχειν ή μή καθ’ ύποκειμένου λέγεται, λέγω δ’ οἶον ει τι αύτοϋ διπλάσιου μετέχει, τούτο καί σίδιον μετέχει, ὰλλὰ κατά συμβεβηκός· συμβέβηκε γάρ τω διπλασίιρ άϊδίφ είναι, ώστε ἔσται οδοία τὰ εϊδη, ταΰτα δ’ ενταύθα ούσίαν σημαίνει κάκεΐ·
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has perished” there will be Forms of punshiiblc things, because we linve h τικ·ηΙηΙ picture of these ihuUmun things. Further, of the most ox act arguments some establish Ideas of relations, of uiiich the Idealists deny that there is a separate genus and others state the “ Third Man.” And in general the arguments 0 for the Forms do away with things which are more important to the exponents of the Forms than the existence of the. Ideas ; for they imply that it is not the Dyad that is primary, bill Number ; and that the relal.ive is prior to number, and therefore to tlie absolute ; and all the other conclusions in respect of which certain persons by following up the views held about the Forms have gone against the principles of the theory.
Again, according to the assumption by "which they m hold that the Idcns exist, there will be Korins not only (.·> itian of substances bul· of many other things (since tlie concept is one not only in the casu of substances but of tim in the case of non-substantial things as well; and there can be sciences not only of substances but also	r
of other things ; and there are a thousand other s'iu similar consequences) ; but it follows necessarily from II the views generally held about them that if the Forms stances; but are participated in, there can only be Ideas of sub- f/fiigtcni and stances, because they are not participated in acci- contrary to dentally ; things can only participate in α Form in 1>racticf· so far as it is not predicated of a subject. I mean, 12 e.g., that if a tiling· participates in absolute doubleness, it participates also in something eternal, but only accidentally ; because it is an accident of “ doubleness ” to be eternal. Thus the Ideas will be substance. But the same terms denote substance in the
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10791 ή τί ἔσται το εἶναι φάναι τι παρά ταΰτα, το εν επ'ι πολλών; καί el μεν ταύτο είδος των ιδεών καί των μετεχόντων, ἔσται τι κοινόν’ τί γάρ μάλλον επί 36 τὥν φθαρτών δυάδων, και των δυάδων των πολλών W79 ΐι ο-^ίωυ δέ, το δυάς εν και ταΰτόν, η επί τ’1 αυτής και τής τινός; el δέ μή το αυτό είδος, ομώνυμα αν εϊη, καί ομοιον ώσπερ αν ει τις καλοί άνθρωπον τον τε Καλλίον και το ξύλον, μηδεμίαν κοινωνίαν επιβλίφας αύτών.	Ει δὲ τα μεν άλλα τούς
κοινούς λόγους εφαρμόττειν θήσομεν τοΐς ε’ίδεαιν, 5 οἶον επ’ αυτόν τον κύκλον σχήμα επίπεδον και τα λοιπά μέρη τον λόγου, τό δ’ ού εστι προστεθήσεται, σκοπεΐν δει μή κενόν ή τοΰτο παντελώς, τινι τε γάρ προστεθήσεται; τω με σ ω ή τω επίπεδο) τ| πόσιν; πάντα γάρ τὰ έν τή ουσία ἱδέαι, οἶον το ζωον «αι τό δίπουν. ἔτι δήλου οτι ανάγκη αυτό 10 εἶναι τι, ώσπερ τό επίπεδον φνσιυ τινὰ ή πόσιν ενυπάρξει τοΐς «ἴδεσιν ως γένος.
V.	Πάντων δέ μάλιστα διαπορήσειεν αν τις τί ποτε συμβάλλονται τὰ είδη ή τοΐς άϊδίοις των αισθητών ή τοΐς γιγνομενοις και [τοι?]2 φθειρο-15 μενοις' ούτε γάρ κινήσεώς ἔστιν οντε μεταβολής ούδεμιας αίτια αύτοΐς. ὰλλὰ μήν ούτε* προς τήν
1 ΙτΙ τ’ Bonttz : lit.
* om. Syrianus, A (Ab Alexander). 9 Bonitz: oiSl.
“ §§ 14., Ιδ have no counterpart in Book I. t The suggestion is that the definition of an Ideal circle is the same as that of a particular circle, except that it mus,t have added to it the statement of what particular the Idea is an Idea.
» so. in the definition or essence of “ Ideal man.”
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sensible ns in the Ideal world ; otherwise what meaning will there be in saying that something exists besides the particulars, i.e. the unity comprising their mullipliiyfy ? If the form of the Ideas .ind of (lie 13 things which participate in them is the same, they will have something in common (for " In' should duality mran one and the wime thing in the rose of perishable 2’s and the S’s which art; many but eternal, and not in the case of absolute duality and a particular 2 ?). But if tlie form is not the same, they will simply be homonyms ; just as though one weie to call both Callias and α piece of'wood “ man," without remiivking any property common to them.
0 And if we profess that in all other respects the 14 common definitions apply to the Forms, e.g. that (,/) imtt-" piano figure ” (ind the other parts of the definition „Vg!ui/iuii apply to the Ideal circle, only that we must also state Maw»nd of what the Form is a Form, we must beware lest this l"irlR1,l“r' is n quite meaningless statement.* For to what 15 clement of the definition must the addition be made ? ». γ>ί.ιμ in to " centre,” or “ plane ” or all of them ? l-or all ,*"Ιο,Μοη· the elements in the essence of an Idea are Ideas ; e.g. “animal” and “two-footed.”0 Further, it is obvious that “ being an Idea," just like “ plane,” must be a definite characteristic which belongs as genus to all its species."*
V.	'Above all we might examine the question what on earth the Ideas contribute to sensible tilings, contritmtn γ’ whether eternal or subject to generation and decay ;
for they are not the cause of any motion or change They am in them. Moreover they are no help towards the 2
*	i.e., “ being nn Idea" will bp a characteristic common to all Ideas, and so must be itself an Idea.
•	This chapter corresponds almost verbally Ιο I. ix. 0-1S.
Cf note on ch. ιν. 6.
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έ7τιστημην ούθέν βοηθία τήν των άλλων (ουδέ1 γὰρ ουσία έκεΐνα τούτων · έν τοότοι? γὰρ αν ήν), ovV eis τό εἶναι, /χή ενυπάρχοντά ye rois μετέχονσιν οΰτω μέν γὰρ ἴσω? αίτια δόξωεν αν εἶναι ως τό λεσκὰν μεμιγμένον τω λεσκώ. ὰλλ’ οΰτος /δὲν ό λόγος λίαν εύκίνητος, ον Αναξαγόρας μέν πρότερος Ευδοήο? S’ ύστερος έλεγε διαγορών καί ἔτ«ροἱ τιν£?■ ρόδιον γὰρ πολλά συναγαγεΐν καί αδύνατα προς την τοιαύτην δόξαν, ὰλλὰ μήν οΰδ1 έκ τὥν ειδών ἔστι τάλλα κατ’ ούθένα τρόπον τὥν είωθότων λέγεσθαι, τὰ δέ λέγειν παραδείγματα εΐναι καί μετέχειν αυτών τα άλλα κενολαγεΐν ἔστι και μεταφοράς λέγειν ποιητικός, τί γάρ ἔστι τὰ εργαζόμενον προς τάς ιδέας αποβλέπον; ενδέχεται τε καί εΐναι καί γίγνεσθαι ότιοΰν καί μη εΐκάζόμενον, ώστε και οντος Σωκράτους καί μη οντος γένοιτ αν ofoja Σωκράτης (ομοίως δὲ δηλον οτι καν ει ήν3 ό Σωκράτης άΐδιος). ἔσται τε πλείω παραδείγματα τοΰ αύτοΰ, ώστε καί είδη, οἶον τοΰ ανθρώπου το ζωον καί τὰ δίπουν, άρια δέ καί αύτοάνθρωπος. ετι ού μόνον των αισθητών παραδείγματα τὰ εϊδη, ὰλλὰ καί αυτών* οίον το γένος τών ως γένους ειδών ώστε το αύτό ἔσται παράδειγμα καί εΐκών. ἔτι δόξωο/ αν αδύνατον χωρίς εΐναι τήν ουσίαν καί οΰ ή ουσία· ώστε πώς αν αἱ ίδέαι ούσίαι τών πραγμάτων οΰσαι χωρίς εΐεν; Ἑν δέ τψ φαίδωνι
1 Bonitz: ο ire.
5 otos Α (Ab Alexander): oloy cocld.
8 el $jy Beasarion, A i et-η coild.
* αύτών] αύτ&ν Bekker.
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knowledge of other things (for they are not the sub-stance of particulars, otherwise they would bo ja ι,,.ΐροιιν particulars) ον to their eM.stenec (since they ave not ο,',ΐ','ι'ο,ωί present in the tilings which participate in them, «xpinm tin· If they were, they might perhaps seem to be causes, "|Vll““nco of in the sense in which llie admixture of white causes a thing to be white. But this theory, which was 3 stated first by Anaxagoras and later by Eudoxus in his discussion of difficulties, and by others also, is very readily refuted ; for it is easy to adduce plenty of impossibilities against such a view). Again, other things are not in any accepted sense derived from the Forms. To say that the Forms are patterns, *
, and that other things participate in them, is to use ^ empty phrases and poetical metaphors ; for what is w,‘4« »*<· it that fashions things on the model of the Ideas ?
Besides, anything may both be and come to be i««ii> me without being imitated from something else; thus th*OTy’ a man may become like Socrates whether Socrates exists or not, and even if Socrates were eternal, β clearly the case would be the same. Also there will be several “patterns” (and therefore Forms) of difficulties, the same thing ; e.g., “ animal ” and “ two-footed " will be patterns of Y' man,” and so too will the Idea of man. Further, the Forms will be patterns not 0 only of sensible things but of Ideas ; e.g. the genus will be the pattern of its species ; hence the same thing will be pattern and copy. Further, it would seem impossible for the substance and that of which it is the substance to exist in separation ; then how can the Ideas, if they are the substances of things, gxist in.separation from them ?
in the Phaedo “ this statement is made : that the
describe»
. « riato, Phardo IOO d.	thfItl™1 1,8
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τούτον λέγεται τον τρόπον, ως καί τοΰ εΧνοι και του γίγνεσθαι αίτια τα εἴδη ἔστιν, καίτοι των ειδών οντων όμως ου γίγνεται, αν μη η το κινησον, και πολλά γίγνεται έτερα, οἶον οικία καί δακτύλιος, ων ου φασιν εΐναι είδη, ὥστε δήλον ο'τι ενδέχεται κάκεΐνα ὥν φασιν ideas είναι, καί εἶναι καί γίγνεσθαι διά τοιαύτας αιτίας οϊας καί τα ρηθεντα νυν, ὰλλ’ ου διὰ τὰ ei'Sij. ὰλλὰ περί μεν των ιδεών καί τούτον τον τρόπον καί διά λογικωτέρων και ακριβέστερων λόγων ἔστι πολλά συναγαγεΐν ομοια τοι? τεθεωρημένοις.
VI.	Ἑ776ἴ δὲ διώρισται περί τούτων, καλώς έχει πάλιν θεωρησαι τὰ περί τούς αριθμούς συμβαι-νοντα τοΐς λέγουσιν ουσίας αυτούς εἶναι χωριστάς καί των οντων αιτίας πρώτος. ανάγκη δ’, εϊπερ έσΗν ά αριθμός φύσις τις καί μη άλλη τί? ἔστιν αύτοΰ ή ούσία ὰλλὰ τοΰτ’ αυτό, ώσπερ φασι τινες, ήτοι είναι το μεν πρώτον τι αύτοΰ το δ’ εχόαενον 'έτερον ον τω είδει έκαστον—καί τούτο η επι τών μονάδων εύθύς υπάρχει καί ἔστιν ασύμβλητος όποιαοΰν μονάς όποιαοΰν μονάδι, η εύθύς εφεξής πάσαι καί συμβληταί όποιαιοϋν όποιαισοΰν, οϊον λέγουσιν είναι τόν μαθηματικόν αριθμόν (εν γάρ τίρ μαθηματικω ούδεν διαφέρει ούδεμία μονάς έτέρα έτέρας) · τί τάς μέν συμβλητάς τὰ? δε μη (οἶον ει ἔστι μετά το εν πρώτη ή δυάς, έπειτα η τριάς
4 This statement seems to bear two meanings, which Aristotle confuses : (1) There must he more than one number-series, each scries being different in kind from every other scries; (ii) All numbers are different in kind, and inuddible. Confusion (or textual inaccuracy) is further suggested by the fact that Aristotle offers no alternative statement of the nature of number in general, such as we should expect from 204
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Forms are causes both of licinii (ind of generation. e Yet assuming that, tin· I'oim·.	still Hi ore is
no generation unless theie is somclhi/ig to impart motion; and many other tilings arc geiiorat-ed i„', tum. (e.g. house and ring) of which the Idealists say that there are no Fovms. Thus it is clearly possible tlmt 7 those things of which they say that Acre λ re Iilras may also exist nnd be generated through the same kind of causes as those of the tilings which we have just mentioned, nnd not bcoau.se of tin.· I’oims.
Indeed, as regards the Ideas, we enn collect Mgiiinst them plenty of evidence similar to thul which «ο I me now considered; not only by the foregoing methods, but by means of more abstract and exact reasoning.
VI.	Now that we have rfenll with tlic problems u.ircicrit concerning the Ideas, we hart better rc-imcstigHtv the problems connected with numbers that follow mimim. .η-from the theory that numbers are separate sub- H"liaU"'·'1"' stances and primary causes of existing things.
Now if number is a kind of entity, and 1ms nothing eke as its substance, but only number itself, as some maintain ; then either (a) there must be some one ιπ,ΐκ·™ nr« part of number which is primary, and some other part next ill Succession, ami εο on, each part being mimiwr, specifically different “—and this applies directly to 2 units, and any given unit is inaddible to any other oithei (a) nil given unit; or (i>) they 6 are all directly successive, ’.'//nfidibia, and any units can be added to any other units, as is w held of mathematical number ; for in mathematical ilrjdjb]°7 number no one unit differs in any way from another.
Or (e) some units must be ncklible and others not. 3 E.g., a is first after 1, and then 3, and so on with the ,,r(,-j somn
his language. Ι» any case the· d.issifk-ation 3j> arbitrary nnd incomplete.	* The units.
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ss καί οΰτω δή ό άλλος αριθμός, εΐαί δέ συμβλητάί αἱ έν έκάστω αριθμώ μονάδες, οἶον αί έν τη ΰυάδι τη πρώτη αύταΐς, ^ καί έν τή τριάδι τή πρώτη αύταΐς, και οντω δη επί των άλλων αριθμών αἱ S’ έν τη δυάδι αύτβ προς τα? ^ έν τή τριάδι αυτή ὰσό/ή3λ^τοι, ομοίως Se καί επί των άλλων των eo εφεξής αριθμών. διό ^ καί ό μεν μαθηματικός άριθμεΐται μετά τό εν δυο, προς τω έμπροσθεν ενί άλλο εν, καί τα τρία πρός τοΐς δυσί τούτοις άλλο εν, καί ό λοιπός δὲ ωσαύτως· οΰτος δε μετά τό εν 8όο ετερα άνευ του ενός του πρώτου, καί ή τριάς 35 άνευ της Βυάδος, ομοίως δέ καί 6 άλλος αριθμός) · η τον μεν είναι τών αριθμών οἶον ό πρώτος ελέχθη, τον δ’ οἶον οἱ μαθηματικοί λέγουσι, τρίτον δὲ τον ρηθέντα τελευτά ιον. "Ετι τούτους βχωριστούς είναι «80 b τούς αριθμούς τών πραγμάτων, η^ ου χωριστούς άλλ’ έν τοΐς αισθητοΐς, ούχ ούτως ο ως τό πρώτον επεσκοπουμεν, άλλ' ως εκ τών αριθμών ενυπ-αρχόντων όντα τα αισθητά· η τον μεν αυτών είναι β τον δε μη, η πάντας είναι, οι μέν ουν τρόποι καθ' οϋς ενδέχεται αυτού? είναι οΰτοί είσιν έξ ανάγκης μόνοι, σχεδόν δε καί οι λέγοντες τό εν αρχήν είναι καί ουσίαν καί στοιχείον πάντων, καί εκ τούτου καί ὰλλου τινδο εἶναι τόν αριθμόν, έκαστος τούτων τινα τών τρόπων εΐρηκε, πλψ τοΰ πάσας τὰ? μονάδας είναι ασύμβλητους, και τούτο συμ-ιο βέβηκεν εύλόγως· ού γάρ ενδέχεται ἔτι άλλον τρόπον εΐναι παρά τούς εψημένους, οἱ μεν οΰν
» i.eIdeal or natural.
» In ch. ii. 1-3.
‘ The Pythagorean number-atomist view; .see Vol. I. Introd. p. xvii.
METAPHYSICS, XIII. νι. 3-7
other numbers ; and the units ill each number jut acldible, e.g. the units in the firstα 3 nru ndtlible to |iu('i‘home one another, and those in the first: 3 to one another, "1Μ|'1Πι11’' and so on in tJie case of tlx; other numbers ; but tile unit·! in Ihc Ideal 2 are inaddibie to those in the Ideal 3 ; and similarly in Hie case of tliv other 4 successive numbers. Hence whereas mathematical number is counted thus : after 1, ‘2 (which consists of another 1 added to the former) and .‘f (which consists of another 1 ndded tn these two) and the: other numbers in the tame wuy, Ideal number is counted like this : after 1, a distinct 2 not including the original 1 ; und a 3 not including the 12, and the rest of the numbers similarly. Or (a) one kind of num- 5 ber must be such as we first described, and another m· (d) ail such as the mathematicians maintain, and that which niitivrsmiiy we have last described must be a third kind.	beheld,^
Again, these numbers must exist either in separa-tion from tilings, or not in separation, but in sensible "number· things (not, however, in the way which we first con- Numbers, a. sidered,6 but in the sense that sensible things are composed of numbers which are present in themc)— «ut eei*t-either some of them and not others, or all of them.d β These are of necessity the only ways in which the «toi^yor^aa^ numbers can exist. Now of those who say that thing», unity is the beginning and substance and element of all things, and that number is derived from it and something else, almost every onehasdescribed number in one of these ways (except that no one has maintained that all unite are inaddibie '); and this is 7 natural enough, because there can be no other way apart from those which we have mentioned. Some
a -either all numbers are material elements of things, or .some are und others nre not.	* Cf § 2.
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άμφοτέρους φασϊν είναι τούς αριθμούς, 7°ν( Μ6'1' ἔχοντα το πρότερον καί ύστερον τ ας Ιδέας, τον δε μαθηματικόν παρά τάς Ιδέας καί τα αίσθητα, και χωριστούς άμφοτέρους των αισθητών οι δὲ τον μαθηματικόν μόνον αριθμόν εἶναι τον -πρώτον των οντων κεχωρισμένον των αισθητών.	Και οι
ΪΙυθαγόρειοι δ’ ένα, τον μαθηματικόν, πλην ου κεχωρισμόνον ὰλλ’ εκ τούτου τάς αισθητάς ούσίας συνεστάναι φασίν τον γάρ ολον ούρανον κατα-σκευάζουσιν εξ αριθμών, πλην ού μοναδικών, ὰλλὰ τας μονάδας ύπολαμβάνουσιν εχειν μέγεθος· όπως δέ τὰ πρώτον εν συνέστη έχον μέγεθος, απορεΐν έοίκασιν. Άλλο? δέ τις τον πρώτον αριθμόν
τον τών ειδών ενα είναι, ἔνιοι δε και τον μαθηματικόν τον αυτόν τούτον εἶναι.	'Ομοίως δέ και περί
τὰ μη κη καί περί τὰ επίπεδα και περί τα. στερεά, οι μεν γάρ έτερα τα μαθηματικά καί τὰ μετά τάς ιδέας· τών δ’ (ἴλλω? λεγόντων οί μεν τὰ μαθηματικά και μαθηματικώς λέγουσιν, όσοι μη ποιοΰσι τάς ιδέας αριθμούς μηδέ είναι φασιν Ιδέας, οι δὲ τὰ μαθηματικά, ου μαθηματικώς δέ· ου γάρ τέμνε-σθαι ούτε μέγεθος παν εις μεγέθη, οΰθ' όποιασοΰν μονάδας δυάδα εἶναι, μοναδικούς δέ τούς αριθμούς εΐναι 7τάντες τιθέασι, πλην‘τών ΪΙυθαγορείων, όσοι
• Cf Ι. vi. 4.	* * Of XII. x. 14.
• cf ch. viii. 9, 10, XIV. lii. IS, v. 7, and tee Vol. I. Introd. p. xvii.
d Of. § 10 ad fin., ch. l, 4.	· Plato.
•	i.e,, the (semi-)Ideal lines, planes, etc. Of I, ix, 30.
» Speusippus; cf § 7 above.
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hold that both kinds of number exist, that which viJ,'w,‘0“'t)llj, involves priority and posteriority being ldonticnl “i/j-uti. with the Idens, and mathematical number being distinct from Ideas find sensible things, and both kinds being separable from sensible things 8; others hold that mathematical number alone exists,6 being !ll,lW the primary reality and separate from sensible tiling.
The Pythagoreans nlso believe m one kind ofS number—the mathematical; only they maintain that it is not separate, but that sensible substances l’’ are composed of it. For they construct the whole universe of numbers, but not of numbers consisting of abstract units ; they suppose the units to be extended—but as for how the first extended unit was formed they appear to be at a loss.0 / Another thinker holds that primary or Ideal num- 9 vber alone exists ; and somed identify this with 0)^1^ mathematical number.	d>)X<«·»-
The same applies in tile case of lines, pianos and · solids. Somee distinguish mathematical objects 10 from those which “come after the Ideas ”! ; amiMmiiai of those who treat the subject in a different manner p"S!il some 9 speak of the mathematical objects and in a oMoit»· mathematical way—viz, those who do not regard the Ideas as numbers, nor indeed hold that the Ideas exist—and others h speak of the mathematical objects, but not in a mathematical way; for they deny that every spatial magnitude is divisible into extended magnitudes, or that any two given units make 2. But all who hold that Unity is an element 11 and principle of existing things reyard numbers as *
* Xcnocrates. For his belief in indivisible lines sec Ritter and I’rcller 363. Aristotle ascribes the doctrine to Plato in I. ix. 25.
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τό έν στοιχείον και αρχήν φασιν εἶναι των ιόντων· εκείνοι δ’ έχοντα μέγεθος, καθάπερ εΐρηται πρότερον.
‘Οσαχώς μεν οΰν ενδέχεται λεχθήναι περί αυτών, so και οτι πάντες εισ'ιν είρημένοι οι τρόποι, φανερόν εκ τούτων ἔστι δέ πάντα μεν αδύνατα, μάλλον δ* ’ίσως θάτερα των ετέρων.
VII.	Πρώτον μεν οΰν σκεπτέον ει αυμβληται ιοβι a αἱ μονάδες ή ασύμβλητοι, και ει ασύμβλητοι, ιτοτέρως ώσπερ διείλομεν. ἔστι μεν γὰρ όποιαν -οΰν είναι όποιαοΰν μονάδα ασύμβλητου, ἔστι δέ τάς εν αυτή τή δυάδι προς τας έν αυτή τή τριάδι, καί όντως δη ασύμβλητους είναι τάς έν εκάστω τω ο πρώτα) αριθμώ προς άλλήλας.	Ει μεν οΰν
πάσαι αυμβληται καί αδιάφοροι αἱ μονάδες, ό μαθηματικός γίγνεται αριθμός καί εις μόνος, καί τάς ιδέας ούκ ενδέχεται είναι τους αριθμούς, ποιος γάρ ἔσται αριθμός αυτό άνθρωπος ή ζφον ή άλλο ότιοΰν των ειδών; ιδέα μεν γάρ μία έκάστον, οἶον ίο αντοϋ άνθρωπον μία, καί αύτου ζφον άλλη μία· οι δ’ όμοιοι καί αδιάφοροι άπειροι, ώστ ούθέν μάλλον ήδε ή τριάς αυτοάνθρωπος ή όποιαοΰν. ει δὲ μή είσιν αριθμοί αι ίδέαι, ούδ’ άλως οϊόν τε αύτάς είναι, έκ τίνων γαρ εσονται αρχών αι ίδέαι; ό γάρ is αριθμός ἔστιν έκ του ενός κ αι της δνάδος τής αορίστου, καί αι άρχαί καί τὰ στοιχεία λέγονται του αριθμού είναι, τάξω τε ούτε προτέρας ενδέχεται 210
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consisting of abstract units, <‘\cept thr Pythagoreans; and (.hey regard numlier as having spatial magnitude, as has been previously stateil.'·
It is clear from the foregoing account (i.) in how many ways it is passible to speak of numbers, and (ii.) that all the ways have been described. They are all impossible, but doubtless some11 m-e more so than others.
VII.	First, then, we must inquire whether tin; r units are nddible or maddible ; and if innddilile, in " which of the two ways which we have distinguished.* For it is possible either (a) tluit any oik: unit is inaddible to any other, or (b) that the units in the Idea]
2	are inaddible to those in the Ideal 3, and thus that the units in each Ideal number art* inaddible to those in the other Ideal numbers.
Now if all units are adtlible and do not differ in 2 kind, we get one type of number only, the mathe- ][[ matieal, and the Ideas cannot be the numbers thus ti produced ; for how can we regard the Idea of Man 3 or Animal, or any other Form, as a number ? There ™ is one Idea of each kind of thing : e.g. one of Humanity and another one of Animality ; but the numbers which are similar and do not differ in kind are infinitely many, so that this 3 is no more the Idea of Man than any other 3 is. But if the Ideas are not numbers, they cannot exist at all; for from what 4 principles can the Ideas be derived? Number is derived from Unity and the indeterminate dyad, and the principles and elements are said to be the principles and elements of number, and the Ideas
“8 8.
* HC. the view of Xcnocrata. (ef cl), viil. 8).
211
ARISTOTLE
βλητοι αἱ μονάδες, καί ούτως ασύμβλητοι ὥστε ήτισοΰν ήτινιονν, ούτε τον μαθηματικόν ενδέχεται €ἶναι τούτον τον αριθμόν (ό μεν γάρ μαθηματικός to έξ αδιαφορών, και τα δεικνύμενα κατ αυτού ως επί τοιούτου άρμόττει) ούτε τον των ειδών ου γάρ ἔσται η δυάς πρώτη εκ τον ενός καί της αορίστου δυάδα?, έπειτα οι εξής αριθμοί, ως λέγεται δυάς, τριάς, τετράς—άμα γάρ αἱ εν τή δυάδι τή πρώτη μονάδες γεννώνται, είτε ώσπερ^ ό πρώτος 3 ειπών εξ άνίσων (ισασθέντων γάρ έγένοντο) είτε άλλως—, έπει1 ει ἔσται ή έτέρα μονάς της ετερας
, καί τής δνάδος τής εκ τούτων ἔσται
( f ■ όταν γάρ ή τι τύ μεν πρότερον τό δ’ ύστερον, καί τό εκ τούτων τού μεν ἔσται πρότερον του δ* ύστερον, Ἔτι επειδή ἔστι πρώτον μεν αυτό τό έν, έπειτα των άλλων ἔστι τι πρώτον έν, δεύ-
0	Since the only principles which Pluto recognizes are Unity and the Dyad, -which are numerical (Aristotle insists on regarding· them os a kind of 1 und 2), and therefore clearly principles of numbei ; and the Ideas can only be derived from these principles if they (the Ideas) ore (a) numbers (which has been proved impossible) or (δ) prior or posterior to numbers (i.e., causes or effects of numbei4, which they cannot be if they are composed of a different kind of units); then the Ideas are not derived from any principle at all, and therefore do not exist.
6 The Platonists.
0 This was the orthodox Platonic view of the generation of Ideal numbers 5 or at least Aristotle is intending to describe the orthodox view. Plato should not have regarded the Ideal numbers as composed of units at all, and there is no real reason to suppose that he did (sea Vol. I. Introd. pp. xxi-xxiii). But Aristotle infers from the fact that the Ideal 2 is 212
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cnnnoL he placed either as prior or ns posterior to numbers."
But if the units are maililililc in the sense that δ any one unit is niiiddiblc In any other, the number "^lnlts so composed can be neither mathematical number «ι<ιιι>|ι·, (since muthemntical number consists of unit's which do not. differ, and the facts demonstrated of it fit iirat numb>T in with this character) nor Ideal number. For on i’"nul“ “' this view 2 will not be the first number generated from Unity and the indeterminate dyad, and then the other numbers in succession, as they b s>uy 3, t—because the units in tlie primary 2 arc gencriited fit the same t«nc,c whether, ns the originator of the theory held, from unequals a (coming into being when these were equalized), or otherwise—since if we reyard 0 the one unit as prior to the other,f il mil be· prior also to the 2 which is composed of them ; because whenever one tiling is prior and another posterior, their compound will be prior to the latter and posterior to the former/
Further, since the Ideal 1 is first, and then comes 7 a particular 1 which is first of the other 1 ’s but second <2) n» »'"t»
the first number generated (and then the other Idea) numbers in the natural order) that the units of the Ideal 2 are generated simultaneously, and then goes on to show that this is incompatible with the theory of maddible umt.s.
Λ i.e., the0reat-and-SniaII, which Aristotle wrongly understands as two unequal things. It is practically certain that Plato used the term (as he did that of “ Indeterminate Dyad ”) to describe indeterminate quantity. Sec Vol. I.
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repov δέ per' εκείνο καί πάλιν τρίτον, το δεύτερον μεν μετά τό δεύτερον, τρίτον δε μετά τὰ πρώτον εν ώστε πρότεραι αν εΐεν αι μονάδες ή οἱ αριθμοί εξ ὥν λέγονται1· οἶον εν τή δυάδι τρίτη μονάς ἔσται πριν τὰ τρία εἶναι, καί. εν τη τριάδι τετάρτη καί [ή]2 πέμπτη πριν τους αριθμούς τούτους. Ούδείϊ μεν οΰν τον τρόπον τούτον είρηκεν αυτών τὰ? μονάδας ασύμβλητους, ἔστι δέ κατά μεν τάς εκείνων αρχας εύλογον και ούτως, κατά μέντοι την αλήθειαν αδύνατον, τάς τε γάρ μονάδας πρότερος Και υστέρας είναι εύλογον, είπερ και πρώτη τις ἔστι μονάς και εν πρώτον, ομοίως δε και δυάδας, ειπερ και δνάς πρώτη εστιν μετά γάρ τό πρώτον εύλογον και άναγκαΐον δεύτερόν τι εΐναι, καί ει δεύτερον, τρίτον, καί ούτω δη τὰ άλλα εφεξής· άμα δ’ άμφότερα λέγειν, μονάδα τε μετά το έν πρώτην είναι καί δευτέραν, καί δυάδα πρώτην, αδύνατον. οι δὲ ποιούσε μονάδα μεν καί εν πρώτον, δεύτερον δε καί τρίτον ούκέτι, καί δυάδα πρώτην, δευτέραν δὲ καί τρίτην ούκέτι.	Φανερόν δέ καί ότι
ούκ ενδέχεται, ει ασύμβλητοι πασαι αι μονάδες, δυάδα εΐναι αυτήν καί τριάδα καί ούτω τούς άλλους αριθμούς, άν τε γάρ ώσιν αδιάφοροι αι μονάδες αν τε διαφέρουσαι έκάστη έκάστης, ανάγκη άριθμεΐαθαι τον αριθμόν κατά πρόσθεσιν, οἶον την δυάδα προς τω ένί άλλου ενός προστεθέντος, και την τριάδα άλλου ενός προς τοΐς δυσί προστεθέντος, καί την τετράδα ωσαύτως, τούτων δέ όντων αδύνατον τήν γένεσιν είναι των αριθμών, ως γεννώσιν 1 πλέκονται. ΛΜ’Γ Alexander.	“Jaeger.
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after the Ideal ], .ind then a third 1 which is next " in Ι» pnur after the second but third after the first 1, it follows «ηό""' that the units will be prior 1o the numbers after which they are called; e.g., there will be a third unit ‘ in 2 before 3 exists, and a fourth and fifth in 3 before these numbers exist.”
It is true that nobody has represented the units 8 of numbers as inaddible in this way ; but according to the principles held by these thinkers even this view is quite reasonable, although in actual fact, it is untenable. For assuming that there is !i first; unit 0 or first l,b it is reasonable that the units should be prior and posterior ; and similarly m the case of 2’s, if there is a first 2. For it is reasonable and indeed necessary that after the first there should be a second ; and if a second, a third ; and so on with the rest in sequence. But the two statements, that there is 10 after 1 a first and a second unit, anil I hat there is a first 2, are incompatible. Those thinkers, however, recognize a first unit and first 1, but not a second and third ; and they recognize a first 2, but not a second und third.
It is also evident that if all units are inaddible, there cannot be an Ideal 2 and 3, and similarly bogem-ratal with the other numbers; for whether the units are Π indistinguishable or each is different in kind from every other, numbers must be produced by addition; hmrt" for''” e.g. 2 by adding 1 to another 1, «ind 3 by addingUie» m',st another 1 to the 2, and t similarly.0 This being 12 so, numbers cannot be generated as these thinkers Wcuemtci
• This Κ a corollary to the previous argument, and depends upon mi identification of “ ones ” (including the Ideal One or Unity) with units.
6	i.e., the Ideal Oue.
c This is of coarse not true of the natural numbers.
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1081 * εκ τής δυάδος καί του evoV μόριον γὰρ γίγνεται ή «ο δυάς τής τριάδας και αϋτη τής τετράδας· τον αυτόν δὲ τρόπον συμβαίνει καί επί των εχομένων. ὰλλ’ εκ τής δυάδος τής πρώτης καί της αορίστου δυάδος εγίγνετο ή τετράς, δάο δυάδες παρ' αυτήν την δυάδα· ει δε μή, μόριον ἔσται αυτή1 ή δυάς, ετέρα δε προσέσται μία δυάς, και ή δυάς ἔσται εκ του 25 ενός αύτοΰ και άλλου ενός, ει δέ τούτο, ούχ οἶον τ' είναι τὰ ετερον στοιχείον δυάδα αόριστον· μονάδα γαρ μίαν γέννα, ὰλλ* ου δυάδα ώρισμενην.
Ἔτι παρ’ αντήν τήν τριάδα και αυτήν τήν δυάδα πώς ἔσονται (ἴλλαι τριάδες καί δυάδες; καί τινα τρόπον εκ προτερων μονάδων και ύστερων σύγκειν-3ο ται; πάντα γαρ ταθτ’ (άτοπα)* εστι καί πλάσμα-τώδη, καί αδύνατον είναι πρώτην δυάδα, εΐτ αυτήν τριάδα, ανάγκη δ', επείπερ ἔσται τὰ IV καί ή αόριστος δοὰΓ στοιχεία, ει δ' αδύνατα τὰ συμ-βαίνοντα, καί τάς άρχάς εἶναι τα liras αδύνατον.
Ει μεν οΰν διάφοροι at μονάδες οπαιαιοΰν όποιαισ-85 οΰν, ταΰτα και τοιαΰθ' ετερα συμβαίνει εξ ανάγκης. ει δ' αι μεν εν άλλφ διάφοροι, οἱ 8’ εν τω αύτψ άριθμφ αδιάφοροι άλλήλαις μόναι, καί όντως loss s ούθεν ελάττω συμβαίνει τα δυσχερή, οἶον γαρ εν τη δεκάδι αύτή ενεισι δέκα μονάδες, σνγκειται δέ καί εκ τούτων και εκ δύο πεντάδων ή δεκάς.
1	αύτή] αΰτη E J.	* Jaeger.
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try to generate them, from Unity and the dyiul; t>jr wm-bccause 2 becomes a pari of 3,Λ and if of -1·, ίίικι'0"'1'11' the same applies to the following numbers. But 13
according to them I was gvnerafed from the first iloni nr ι.
2	and the indeterminate dyad, thus consisting of two 2’s apart from the Ideal 3.1 Otherwise 4 will consist of the Idcul 2 and another 3 added to it, and the Idenl 2 will consist of the Ideal 1 and another 1 ; .-ind if this is so the other element cannot·, be the indeterminate dyad, because it produces one unit mid not a definite 2.c
Again, how can there be other 0's> and ti’s besides 14 the Ideal numbers 3 and 2, and m what way can they a«mi f be composed of prior and posterior units ? All these fhethemy. theories are absurd and fictitious, and there can he no primary 3 and Ideal 3. Yet there must be, if we are to regard Unity and the lndeh-rminate flyad as elements.4 But if the consequences arc impossible, 1Λ the principles cannot be of this nature.
If, then, any one unit differs in kinil from any other, these and other similar consequences necessarily follow. If, on the other hand, while the units }£ ι^ϊϊί» in different numbers are different, those which are in nnmbur»»^ the same number are alone indistinguishable from	u
one another, even so the consequences which follow ai*.®»* are no less difficult. For example, in the Ideal18 number 10 there are ten units, and 10 is composed both of these and of two 5’s. Now since the Ideal thacunse-
“ i.e., 3 is produced by adding 1 to 2.	6 Of g 18.
" The general argument is s Numbers are produced by addition ; but this is, incompatible with the belief In the Indeterminate Dyud as ii generative principle, because, being duplicative, it cannot produce single units.
<* i.e., if numbers are not generated by addition, there must be Ideal (or natural) numbers.
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end S’ ούχ 6 τυχών αριθμός αυτή1 ή Se/ca? σι)δὲ σύγκεΐταί έκ των τυχόνσων πεντάδων, ώσπερ οόδὲ μονάδων, ανάγκη διαφέρει τάς μονάδας τας εν τη δεκάδι ταύτη. αν γὰρ μη διαφέρωσιν, ούδ' αἱ πεντάδες διοίσουσιν εξ ών έστίν η δεκάς- επεί δε διαφερουσι, και αι μονάδες διοίσουσιν. ει δε διαφερουσι, πότερον ούκ ένέσονται πεντάδες άλλαι άλλα, μόνον αύται αἱ δυο, η ἔσονται,· είτε δε μη ενέσονται, άτοποι” ε'ίτ ένέσονται, ποια ἔσται δεκάς εξ εκείνων; ου γάρ ἔστιν ετέρα δεκάς εν τη δεκάδι παρ’ αὰτήν.	’Αλλά μην και ανάγκη γε μη
εκ των τυχουσών δυάδων την τετράδα συγκεΐσθαι* ή γάρ αόριστος δυάς, ως (φασι, λαβοΰσα την ώρι-σμένην δυάδα δυο δυάδας έποίηαεν του γάρ λη· ι φθέντος ην όυοποιός. Ἔτι το εἶναι παρά τάς δυο μονάδας τήν δυάδα φύσιν τινὰ, και την τριάδα παρά τάς τρεις μονάδας, πώς ενδέχεται; η γάρ μεθέξει θατέρου θατέρου,* ώσπερ λευκός άνθρωπος παρά λευκόν καί άνθρωπον {μετέχει γάρ τούτων), ή όταν ή θατέρου θάτερον διαφορά τις, ώσπερ 6 άνθρωπος παρά ζωον καί δίπουν. Ἔτι τὰ μεν άφη έστίν εν, τὰ δὲ μίξει, τὰ δε θέσει■ ών ουδεν ενδέχεται υπάρχειν ταΐς μονάσιν έξ ών ή δυάς καί ή τριάς· ὰλλ’ ώσπερ οἱ δύο άνθρωποι ούχ έν τι παρά άμφοτέρους, ούτως ανάγκη και τάς μονάδας, καί ούχ οτι αδιαίρετοι, διοίσουσι διά τοΰτο· καί γάρ αι 1 aVnj E.	8 θατίρον Christ: θάτερον.
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10 is not a chance number,'1 and is not compost’d of ffl"™ “ chance 5’s, any more than of chance units, the units niumd. in this number 10 must be different,; for if they are 17 not different, the 5’s of which the 10 is composed will not be different; but since these are different, tlie units must be different too. Now if the units are different, will there οι· will there not lie other 5’s in this 10, and not only the two ? If there are not, the thing is absurd 6 ; whereas if there are, what «sort of 10 will be composed of them ? for there is no other 10 in 10 besides the 10 itself.
Again, it must also be true that Ί is not composed 18 of chance 0’s. For according to them the indeterminate dyad, receiving the determinate dyad, made two dyads ; for it was capable of duplicating that which it received.0
Again, how is it possible that 2 can be a definite 10 entity existing besides the two units, and 3 besides the three units ? Either by participation of the one in the other, as “ white man ” exists besides “ white ” and “ man,” because it partakes of these concepts ; or when the one is a differentia of the other, as “ man ’’ exists besides “ animal ” and “ two-footed.”
Again, some things are one by contact, others by 20 mixture, and others by position ; but none of these alternatives can possibly apply to the units of which 2 and 3 consist. Just as two men do not constitute any one thing distinct from both of them, so it must be with the units. The fact that the units are in- 21 divisible will make no difference ; because points two 5‘s must be specifically different, and so must their units —which contradicts the view under discussion.
6 i.e., it is only reasonable to suppose that other n’s might be made up out of different combinations of the units.
• Of Vol. I. In trod, pp. xxii f.
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στιγμαί αδιαίρετοι, άλλ’ όμως παρά, τάς δόο ούθευ έτερον ή δυάς· αι5τών. Άλλα μην οόδὲ τοΰτο δει λανθάνειν, ότι συμβαίνει προτερας καί υστέρας εΐναι δυάδα?, ομοίως δέ καί τούς άλλους αριθμούς, αἱ μεν γάρ έν τη τετράδι ΖνάΖες έστωοαν άλλήλαις so άμα· ὰλλ’ αδται των έν τη οκτάΖι πρότεραι είσι, καί έγέννησαν, ώσπερ η Ζυάς ταύτας, αδται τάς τετράΖας τάς εν τη οκτάΖι αυτή. ώστε ει καί ή πρώτη Ζυάς ιδέα, καί ανται ΙΖεαι τινες έσονται. ό Ζ’ αύτος λόγος καί επί των /ιονάΖων· αι γαρ εν τη ΖυάΖι τη πρώτη μονά&ες γεννώσι τάς τέτταρα? Β5 τὰ? εν τη τετράΖι, ώστε πάσαι αἱ μονάΖες ίΖεαι γίγνονται καί συγκείσεται ίΖέα έ£ ιδεών ώστε Ζήλον οτι κάκεΐνα, ών ίΖεαι ανται τνγχάνονσιν 1082 6 οϋσαι, συγκείμενα ἔσται, οἶον εἶ τὰ ζή)α φαίη τις συγκεΐσθαι εκ ζώων, ει τούτων ΐΖε'αι είσίν.	"Ολως
Ζέ το ποιεϊν τάς μονάΖας Ζιαφόρους όπωσοΰν άτοπου καί πλασματωδές (λέγω Ζέ πλασματώδες το προς ύπόθεσιν βεβιασμένου) · ούτε γάρ κατά το 5 ποσον ούτε κατά το ποιον όρώμεν Ζιαφέρονσαν μονάδα μονάδος, ανάγκη τε ή ἴσον ή άνισον εἶναι αριθμόν, πάντα μεν αλλά μάλιστα τον μοναδικόν ώστε ει μήτε πλείων μήτ έλάττων, ίσος· τά δέ ίσα καί όλω? αδιάφορα ταύτά ύπολαμβάνομεν εν τοις άριθμοΐς. ει δέ μή, ούδ5 αἱ έν αύτη1 * ττ} δεκάδι ίο δυάδες αδιάφοροι έσονται ἴσαι οΰσαι· τινα γάρ αιτίαν εξ ει λέγειν 6 φάσκων αδιάφορους είναι;
Ἔτι ει άπασα μσνάς καί μονάς άλλη Ζνο, ή [S’]3 εκ
1 Alexander (?), Schwegler: ταίτψ
* οηι. Α" Alexander (?).
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lire indivisible also, but nem-thdosx a jiuir of points is not anything distinct from the two single points.
Moreover \vc must not fail to realize· this : Lhat on this theory it follows that. 2’s arc prior ntiri posterior, and the other numbers similarly. Lol ll be granted that the d's in l· arc contemporaneous ; yet they arc prior lo those in 8, jind ju^t ;is Hr* (determinate) a produced 1he 2’s in 4, so n thc\ produced the -t’s in 8. Hence if tin* original ϋ is .in Idea, lliese 2’s will also be Ideas of a sort. And the sain ο ^3 argument applies to tlie units, because Llic units in the original 2 produce the four unit, m 1· ; and m> nil the units become Ideas, and an Idea will be composed of Ideas. Hence clearly those things also of which the,sc tilings are Ideas will lx· composite; oru* might say that amni<\ls are composed of animals, if there iive Ideas of animals.
In general, to regard units as difTcrenl in any way 2-1 whatsoever is absurd and fictitious (by “ fictitious ” I mean “ dragged in tu support a hypo thesis ”). I'm· we can see that one unit differs from another neither in quantity nor in quality ; and a number must he either equal or unequal—this applies to all numbers, but especially to numbers consisting of abstract units. Thus if a number is neither more nor le.>.s, it i.s equal; -5 and things which are equal and entirely without difference we assume, in tne sphere of number, to be identical. Otherwise even the S’s in the Ideal 10 will be different, although they arc equal ; for if anyone maintains that they are not different, what reason will he be able to allege ?
Again, if every unit plus another unit make"; 2, «ι 2(1
“ In each casu the other factor is the imletcrmiwite <,lyu<l
(Φ § 18).
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* της δυάδος αυτής μονάς και ή εκ της τριάδας αυτής δυάς ἔσται εκ διαφερυυσων re, και πάτερου προτέρα τής τριάΒος ή υστέρα; μάλλον γαρ εοικε
ι» προτέραν άναγκαίον είναι- ή μεν γάρ άμα τή τριάδι, ή δ’ άμα τή δυάδι των μονάδων, και ημείς μεν ύπολαμβάνομεν ολως εν καί εν, και εάν ή ίσα ή άνισα, δυο είναι, οἶον τὰ αγαθόν και το κακόν, και άνθρωπον και Ιππον- οΐ δ’ ούτως λέγοντες ουδέ τάς μονάδας.
«ο Eire δε μή έστι πλείων αριθμός 6 της τριάδας αυτής ή ο τής δυάδος, θαυμαστόν- είτε έστί πλείων, δήλον οτι και ίσος ἔνεστι τή δυάδι, ώστε οντος αδιάφορος αυτή τή δυάδι. αλλ* ούκ εν δέχεται, ει πρώτος τις ἔστιν αριθμός και δεύτερος-ονδε εσονται αι ίδεαι αριθμοί, τούτο μεν γάρ αυτά ορθως λέγουσιν οἱ διαφόρους τάς μονάδας αξιοϋν-τες εΐναι, εϊπερ ίδεαι εσονται, ώσπερ εϊρηται πρότερον εν γάρ τό είδος, αι δέ μονάδες ει αδιάφοροι, και at δυάδες και αι τριάδες εσονται Αδιάφοροι, διά καί το άριθμεΐσθαι ούτως, εν δυο, μή προσλαμβανόμενου προ ς τω ύπάρχοντι αναγκαίου αντοΐς λέγειν- ούτε γάρ ή γενεσις ἔσται εκ τής αορίστου δυάδας, οΰτ ιδέαν ενδέχεται εΐναι· ενυπάρξει γάρ έτέρα ιδέα εν ετέρη,, και πάντα τά είδη ενός μέρη, διά προς μεν τήν ύπόθεοιν ορθως λέγουσιν, όλω? δ’ ούκ ορθως· πολλά γάρ Αναιροϋσιν, έπεϊ τοΰτό γ' αυτό εχειν τινὰ φήσουσιν Απορίαν, πάτερου, όταν αριθμώ μεν και είπωμεν εν δόο τρία, προσλαμβά-
“ Which conflicts with the view under discussion. b The implication seems to be, as Ross says, that th
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νοντες άριθμοΰμεν ή κατά μερίδας. ποιοΰμεν Si άμφοτέρως■ διὰ γελοΐον ταύτην els τηλικαύτην τής ουσία? άνάγειν διαφοράν.
1083 a VIII. Πάντων δε πρώτον καλώς εχει διόρισα· σθαι τις αριθμού διαφορά, καί μονάδος, el ἔστιν. ανάγκη δη ή κατά τό ποσόν η κατά τό ποιον διαφερειν τούτων δ’ ουδέτερον φαίνεται ενδεχεσθαι 5 ύπαρχον, ὰλλ’ ή αριθμός, κατά τό ποσόν. ει δὲ δή καί αἱ μονάδες τψ ποσφ διεφερον, καν αριθμός αριθμού διεφερεν ό Ισος τφ πλήθει των μονάδων. ἔτι πότερον αἱ πρώται μείζους ή ελάττους, καί αι ύστερον επιδιδόασιν ή τουναντίον; πάντα γαρ ταΰτα άλογα, ὰλλὰ μήν ούδε κατά τό ποιόν δια-ίο φέρειν ενδεχεται. ούθεν γάρ αύταϊς οἶόν τε υπαρχειν πάθος· ύστερον γάρ καί τοΐς άριθμοΐς φασίν νπάρ-χειν τό ποιόν του ποσού, ἔτι οντ αν από τού ενός τοϋτ αύταϊς γένοιτο οντ’ αν από της δυάδος· τό μόν γάρ ου ποιόν, ή δε ποσοποιόν1 · τού γάρ πολλά τὰ όντα είναι αιτία αυτή2 ή φύσις, ει δ' άρα $χει w πως άλλως, λεκτεον εν αρχή μάλιστα τούτο καί διοριστέον π ερι μονάδος διαφοράς, μάλιστα μεν καί διότι ανάγκη ύπάρχειν ει δε μή, τινα λεγουσιν.
"Οτι μέν οΰν, εΐπερ είσίν αριθμοί αἱ ίδεαι, ούτε συμβλητάς τάς μονάδάς άπάσας ενδεχεται είναι, 20 φανερόν, ούτε ασύμβλητους ὰλλήλαι? ουδέτερον των
1 ποεοτοι6ι> Ka Syrianus: ττοσόν ποών. s a.in’hs EJ.
« This is Apelt’s interpretation of κατά μιρίδατ. For this sense of the word he quotes Plutarch, Moralia 644· c. The meaning then is: If you count by addition, you regard number as exhibited only in concrete instances; if you treat each number as a" distinct portion ” (i.e., generated 224
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by addition or by enumerating distinct portions." But Λνο do bolh ; and therefore it is ridioulou1· to refer this point tu so great α rhffwence in UMt-wc,
VIII.	First of all il would be well to define the differentia of a number ; and of α unit, if it h;i% a "" differentia. Now units must differ either in quantity or in quality; and clearly neithci of these alternatives can be true. “ But units may differ, as number docs, in quantity.” But if units also differed in quantity, Th, number would differ from number, although equal in '[lm number of units. Again, are the first units greater 2 or smaller, and do the later units increase in size, or the opposite ? All these suggestions are absurd. Nor can units differ in quality ; for no modification ori can ever be applicable to them, because these; thinkers '1"a hold that even in numbers quality is ti later attribute than quantity.1' Further, the units cannot derives quality either from unity or from the ilyiul; because unity has no quality, and the dyftd produces quantity, because its nature causes things to be many. If, then, the units differ in some other way, they should most certainly state this at the outset, and explain, if possible, with regard to the differentia of the unit, why it must exist; or failing this, what differentia they mean.
Clearly, then, if the Ideas are numbers, the units 4 cannot all be addible, nor can they all be inaddible
separately), you admit another kind of number beside·, the mathematical. Aristotle says that number can be n-g.-irded in both ways.
* Numbers have quality as being prime ur composite,
“ plane ” or “ solid ” (Λλ, products of two or three fnctor.)·, but these qualities are clearly incidental to quantity, (f V. xiv. 2.
VOL. II
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τρόπων, ὰλλὰ μην ούδ' ως έτεροί rives λέγουσι περί των αριθμών λέγεται καλώς· εισϊ δ’ ουτοι όσοι ιδέας μιν ου κ οἴονται εΐναι ούτε απλώς ούτε ως αριθμούς τινας ουσα?, τὰ δέ μαθηματικό, είναι και τους αριθμούς πρώτους τών όντων, και αρχήν •α αυτών βἶναι αΰτο τὰ ἔν. ατοπον γὰρ τό εν μεν εΐναί τι πρώτον τών ενών, ώσπερ εκείνοι φασι, δυάδα δε τών δυάδων μή, μηδέ τριάδα τών τριάδων· του γάρ αύτοΰ λόγου πάντα ἔστιν, ει μεν ουν ούτως έχει τα. περί τον αριθμόν και θήσει τις είναι τον μαθηματικόν μόνον, ούκ ἔστι τὰ εν αρχή. ανάγκη γάρ διαφέρειν τό εν το τοιοΰτο τών 80 άλλων μονάδων ει δε τοΰτο, και δυάδα τινα πρώτην τών δυάδων, ομοίως δὲ καί τούς άλλους αριθμούς τούς εφεξής, εΐ δέ ἔστι τὰ έν αρχή, ανάγκη μάλλον ώσπερ Πλάτων έλεγεν έχειν τα περί τού? αριθμούς, καί είναι δυάδα1 πρώτην και τριάδα, καί ού συμβλητούς είναι τούς αριθμούς μ προς άλλήλους. αν δ’ ο.ΰ πάλιν τις τιθή ταΰτα, εϊρηται ότι αδύνατα πολλά συμβαίνει, αλλά μήν ανάγκη γε ή ούτως ή έκείνως έχειν, ὥστ’ ει 1083 b μηδετέρως, ούκ αν ενδέχοιτο είναι τον αριθμόν χωριστόν.
Φανερόν δ’ εκ τούτων καί ότι χείριστα λέγεται ό τρίτος τρόπος, τό είναι τον αυτόν αριθμόν τον τών ειδών καί τον μαθηματικόν, ανάγκη γάρ εις μίαν δόξαν συμβαίνειν δύο Αμάρα τίας· οΰτε γάρ μαθηματικόν αριθμόν ενδέχεται τούτον εΐναι τον τρόπον, άλλ' ιδίας υποθέσεις ύποθέμενον ανάγκη μηκύνειν όσα τε τοΐς ως είδη ι διιάδα] TIPCI δυάδα E: τήΐ' δυάδα J.
~	« Cf ch. ϊ. ϊ.
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in either sense. Nor again is the theorj' sound which ^γ’^|’)|1)ιι''ί) certain other thinkers 11 hulcl concovning muubuis. uiw.111111 ^ These are they who do not believe in Ideas, either 5 absolutely or as being' a kind of numbers, but believe that the objects of mathematics exist, and that thu numbers are the first of existing tilings, mid that thdr principle is Unity it self. For it is absurd thut it’, as they say, there is a 1 which is first of the 1 ’sA there should not be a ΰ first of the 2’s, nor a 3 of the 3’s; for the same principle applies to all cases. Now Π if this is the truth with regard to number, and we posit only mathematical number as existing, Unity is not a principle. For the Unity which is of this nature must differ from the other units ; and if so, then there must be some 2 which is first of the ^’s; and similarly with the other numbers in .succession.
But if Unity is a principle, then the truth about 7 numbers must rather be as Plato used to maintain ; there must be a first 2 and first 3, and the numbers cannot be addible to each other. But then again, if we assume this, many impossibilities result, as has been already stated.0 Moreover, the truth must lie one way or the other ; so that if neither view is sound, number cannot have a separate abstract existence.
From these considerations it is also clear that the 8 third alternatived—that Ideal number and matlie- Xuno«rat.s· matical number are the same—is the worst; for two “oilt"1 * errors have to be combined to make one theory.
(i.) Mathematical number cannot be of this nature, but the propounder of this view has to spin it out by making peculiar assumptions; (ii.) his theory must
6 i.e,, Speusippus recognized unity or “ thu One ” us a formal principle, but admitted uo other ideal number..
Aristotle argues that this is inconsistent.
• Ch. vii. 1-viii. 3.	d Of ch. vi. 7.
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τον αριθμόν λέγουσι συμβαίνει, καί ταΰτα αναγκαίοι' λέγειν. Ὁ δέ των 1 Ιυθαγορείων τρόπος rfj μεν έλάττους έχει δυσχερείας των πρότερον εί-ΐϋ ρημένων, τί} δέ ιδίας έτέρας. τό μεν γάρ μη χωριστόν ποιεΐν τον αριθμόν άφαιρεΐται πολλά των αδυνάτων τό δε τα σώματα έξ αριθμών εἶναι συγκείμενα, και τον αριθμόν τούτον εἶναι μαθηματικόν, αδύνατόν έστιν. ούτε γάρ άτομα μεγέθη λέγειν αληθές, ει θ’ ότι μάλιστα τούτον έχει τον u> τρόπον, ονχ αι γε μονάδες μέγεθος έχουσιν μέγεθος δ’ εζ αδιαιρέτων συγκεϊαθαι πώς δυνατόν; ὰλλὰ μην δ γ’ αριθμητικός αριθμός μοναδικός έστιν. εκείνοι δέ τον αριθμόν τὰ ιόντα λέγουσιν τὰ γοΰν θεωρήματα προσάπτουσι τοΐς σώμασιν ώς έξ εκείνων όντων τών αριθμών. Ει τοίνυν so ανάγκη μεν, είπε ρ έστιν αριθμός τών Ιόντων τι καθ’ αυτό, τούτων εΐναί τινα τών εϊρημένων τρόπων, ούθένα δε τούτων ενδέχεται, φανερόν ως ούκ ἔστιν αριθμού τις τοιαντη φύσις οΐαν κατα-σκευάζουσιν οι χωριστόν ποιούντες αυτόν. Ἔτι πότερον έκαστη μονάς έκ τού μεγάλου καί μικρού 25 Ισασθέντων έστιν, ή ή μεν έκ τού μικρού η δ’ έκ του μεγάλου; ει μέν δή ούτως, ούτε έκ πάντων τών στοιχείων έκαστον, ούτε αδιάφοροι αἱ μονάδες' έν τη μέν γάρ τό μέγα έν τη δε τό μικρόν ύπάρχει, εναντίον τη φύσει ον. ἔτι αἱ έν τη τριάδι αύτή πώς; μία γάρ περιττή, αλλὰ δια τούτο ἴσω? so αυτό τό έν ποιοΰσιν έν τω περιττφ μέσον, ει δ’
“ See Veil. Ι. Introd. ρ. svii.
» This is proved in De Qen. et CSorr. 31.5 b M-817 h 17.
» Of. ch. vii, 5 n. Aristotle is obviously referring to the two units in the Ideal 2.
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nlimit all the difficulties which cmil'ronl, tlmse who speak of Idcnl number.
The Pythagorean \ iew in one way Coni «ins fewiT !l difficulties than 1lie view described above, but in wm another way it contains further difficulties peculiar tn ί^,νγ’01'"" itself. By nol rognrdini; number as separable, it disposes of many of the impossibilities ; but that bodies should be composed of Humberts, anil that Lhese numbers should be mathonniliefil, is impossible."
For (a) it is nol true tu speak of indivisible magrii- 10 tilde» b ; (δ) assuming that this view ptJvfVrtly true, still units nt any rate havi· no ma^niLink- ; and how can a magnitude be composed of indivisible purls ? Moreover arithmetical number consists of abstract units. Hut the Pythagoreans identify number with existing things ; nt least tliey apply matlieuutieal propositions to bodies as though they consisted of those numbers.0
Thus if number, if it is a self-subsistcnt. reality, 11 must be regarded in one of the way* described nbu\i:, Hfutiow» and if it cannot, be regarded in any of those ways, ^“,1,"“V^blr clearly number has no such nature as is invented for » wir-it by those who treat it as separable.	ι'·«ΐα;.
Again, does each unit come from the Great and 12 the Small, when they are equalized0; or does one Geueral come from the Small and another from the Great ?
If the latter, each tiling is not composed of all the m *urh elements, nor are the units undifferentiated ; for one contains the Great, and the other the Small, which is by nature contrary to the Great. Again, whal of the 13 units in the Ideal S ? because there is one over. But no doubt it is for this reason that in an odd number they make the Ideal One the middle unit.'* If on d Cf Diels, Vorsokraliler 'J70. 18.
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έκατέρα τών μονάδων έξ άμφοτέρων έστίν ίσασθέν-των, η δυὰ? πως εσται μία τις οΰσα φύσις έκ 'τον μεγάλου και μικρόν; η τί διοίσει της μονάδος; ἔτι προτέρα η μονάς της δυάδας- αναιρούμενης γάρ αναιρείται η δνάς. ιδέαν ουν ιδέας άναγκαΐον αυτήν εΐναι, προτέραν γ’ ουσαν ιδέας, καί γεγονέναι ■πρότερον, εκ τίνος ουν* 1 *; η γάρ αόριστος δνάς δυοποιός ην. Ἔτι ανάγκη ήτοι άπειρον τον αριθμόν εΐναι η πεπερασμένου- χωριστόν γάρ ποιοΰσι τον αριθμόν, ώστε ούχ οΐόν τε μ-η ο όχι τούτων θάτερον ύπάρχειν. ότι μεν τοίνυν άπειρον ονκ ενδέχεται, δήλον- ούτε γάρ περιττός ό άπειρός ἔστιν ούτε άρτιος, η δέ γένεσις τών αριθμών η περιττόν αριθμού η αρτίου αει έστιν, ωΒι μεν τον ενός εις τοι- άρτιον πίπτοντος περιττός, ώδί δέ της μεν δυάδος έμπιπτούσης ό άφ' ενός διπλασιαζόμενος, ώδ'ι δέ τών περιττών ό άλλος άρτιος. Ἔτι ει πάσα ιδέα τινός, οι δέ αριθμοί ΙΒέαι, καλ ό άπειρος εσται ιδέα τινός, η τών αισθητών η άλλου τινός, καίτοι ούτε κατά τήν θέσιν ενδέχεται ούτε κατά λόγον, τάττουσί γ’3 οϋτω τάς ιδέας. Εἶ δέ πεπερασμένος, μέχρι πόσου; τούτο γάρ δει λέγεσθαι ου μόνον ότι, αλλά καί διότι, ὰλλὰ μην ει μέχρι της δε κάδος ό αριθμός, ώσπερ τινός φασιν,
1 τίνοι ο!ψ Ab Alexander Syrianus: nrot οίν (τινοσοθν) EJ.
2 V Schwegter: ο.
" υπ. Til. lb.
1 The point seems to be that if number is self-subsistent it must be actually finite or infinite. Aristotle himself holds that number ls infinite only potentially i i.e., however high
you count, you can always count higher.
0 i.e., as implying an actual infinite.
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the other hand each of the units comes from both Great and Small, when the)' are equalized, hoxv cun the Ideal 2 be a single entity composed of the Grciit and Small ? How will it differ from one of its units '
Again, the unit is prior to the 2 ; because when the unit disappears thu si disappears. Therefore the unit 14 must be the Idea of an Idea, since it is prior to an Idea, and must, have been generated befoie it.
From what, then ? for the indeterminate dyad, as we have seen,® causes duality.
Again, number must be either infinite or finite (for they make number separable, so that one of ““ * these alternatives must he true).1’ Now it is obvious 15 that it cannot l>c infinite, because infinite number Bub-mimt, is neither odd nor even, and numbers are always ι".)ιηι"ι^Γ generated either from odd or from even number.
J3y one process, when 1 is added to an even number, we get an odd number; by another, when 1 is multiplied by 2, we get ascending powers of 2; and by another, when powers of 2 are multiplied by-odd numbers, we get the remaining even numbers.
Again, if every Idea is an Idea of something, and if. the numbers are Ideas, infinite number will also be an Idea of something, either sensible or otherwise.
This, however, is impossible, both logically 0 and on their own assumption,d since they regard the Ideas as they do.
If, on the other hand, number is finite, what is its <h)tntia limit ? In reply to this we must not only assert the 0nltc· <md fact, but give tile reason. Now if number only goes 17 up to 10, as some hold,® in the first place the Forms tiio limit η
·* i.e., as inconsistent with the conception of an Idea as a hold? th™" determining principle.
* Of ΧΙΪ. vni. 2. The Plntoni&ts derived this view from the Pythagoreans s see Vol. I. Introd. _p. xvi.
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πρώτον μεν ταχύ έπιλείφει τὰ είδη· οἶον ει ἔστιν ή τριάς αύτοάνθρωπος, τις ἔσται αριθμός αυτού ίππος; αύτό yap 'έκαστος αριθμός μέχρι δεκάδος· ανάγκη δή των εν τούτοις αριθμών τινα1 εἶναι— ούσίαι γάρ και ίδέαι οΰτοι—ὰλλ’ όμως εκλείφει-τοι του ζώου γὰρ είδη ΰπερέζει· άμα δε δήλον ότι « ούτως ή τρία? αύτοάνθρωπος, καί αι άλλα ι _Ίΐ τριάδες· ομοιαι γάρ αι εν τοΐς αύτοις άριθμοΐς, ώστ άπειροι ἔσονται άνθρωποι, ει μέν ιδέα έκαστη τριάς, αύτό έκαστος* 3 άνθρωπος, ει δε μη, ὰλλ’ άνθρωποί γε. και ει μέρος ό έλάττων τον μείζονος, ό εκ των συμβλητών μονάδων των έν τίύ αύτφ αριθμώ, ει δή1 ή τετράς αυτή1 ἱδέα. τινδο έστιν, οἶοι' ίτπτου ή λευκοί, ό άνθρωπος ἔσται μέρος ά'ι ίππου, ει δνάς ό άνθρωπος, άτοπον δέ και το της μεν δεκάδος είναι ιδέαν, ένδεκάδος δέ μη, μηδέ των έχομένων αριθμών. Ἔτι δὲ και ἔστι καί γίγνεται ἔνια και ιον είδη ούκ ἔστιν, ὥστε δια τί ον κάκείνων είδη ἔστιν; ούκ άρα αίτια τὰ είδη εστίν.
Ἔτι άτοπον ει ό άοιθμός ό μέχρι της ^ δε-30 κάδος μάλλον τι ον και είδος αυτής της δεκάδος, καίτοι του μεν ούκ ἔστι γένεσις ώς ενός, της δ ἔστιν, πειρώνται δ’ ως του μέχρι τής δεκάδος τελείου οντος αριθμού, γεννώσι γονν τοι έπόμενα, οἶον τὰ κενόν, αναλογίαν, τὰ περιττόν, τὰ άλλα τα 1 τινα Alexander, Bonitz: rivis. t αίτό ίκαστοι J Bessai'ion Alexander: αύταέκασταί.
8 δη Bonitz: ί’.
1 αι'/τί) Τ Bfssarion Alexander: αΰτη.
® llobin is probuhly right in taking tills to inran that the
3 which is in thft ideal 4 is like the 3 which is in the Ί winch
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will soon run short. For example, if S is the Idea of Man, wlial number will be the Idea of Horse ϊ ί!ι»Φΐ Kadi number up to 10 is an I«len; the Idea of Horse, then, must be one of the numbers in this scries, for they are suhsinnccs or Ideas. But the fact remains 18 that they will run short, because the different types of animals will outnumber them. At the .same lime· it is clear tliat if in this way the Ideal 3 is the Idea of Man, so will the other 3’s be nlso (for the .Ts jn the same numbeis “ are similar), so that there will be an infinite number of men ; and if each 3 is an Idea, each man will be an Idea of Man ; ον if not, they will still be men. And if the .smaller number is 1» part of the greater, when it is composed of the addible «nits contained in the same number, then if the Ideal -t is the Idea of something, e g. " horse ” or “ white,” then “ man ” will be part of “ horse,” if “ man " is 2. It is absurd also thaL there should be πη Idea of 10 and not of 11, nor of the following numbers,
Again, some things exist and come into being of 20 which there are no Forms6; why, then, are there not Forms of these too ? It follows that the Forms are not the causes of things.
Again, it is absurd that number up to 10 should be more really existent, and a Form, than 10 itself; although the former is not generated as a unity, whereas the latter is. However, they try to make out that the series up to 10 is a complete number; at least they generate the derivatives, e.g. the void, 21 proportion, the odd, etc., from within the dccad.
is in a higher ideal number, und so on (Λα Theorie phitoni-Cienne ties Idt'es Η des Noutbres d'aprh . Iristote, p. 35'J)·
* Of ch. iv. 7, 8; I. ix. 2,3.
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άλλον, τα μεν κατά λόγον το 8έ κατά χρόνον. ποτέρως οΰν τα εν αρχή; ώσπερ γὰρ εϊρηται, και ή ορθή της οξείας και αυτή εκείνης δοκεΐ προτέρω είναι, καί έκατέρα μία. άμφοτέραις δή ποιοΰσι το εν αρχήν, ἔστι1 δέ αδύνατον τὰ μέν^γάρ ως είδος •jo καί ή ουσία, το δ’ ως μέρος καί ώς ΰλη. ἔστι γάρ πως εν έκάτερον, τη μεν άληθείμ δυνάμει (εἴ γε ο αριθμός εν τι καί μή ώς σωρός, ὰλλ’ έτερος εξ ετέρων μονάδων, ώσπερ φασίν), έντελεχεία δ’ ούκ ἔστι μονάς εκατερα. αίτιον δέ της σνμβαινοΰαης αμαρτίας ότι άμα εκ των μαθημάτων εθήρευον α καί εκ των λόγων των καθόλου, ὥστ’ εξ εκείνων μεν ώς στιγμήν τό εν καί την αρχήν εθηκαν η γάρ μονάς στιγμή άθετός ἔστιν, καθάπερ συν καί έτεροί τινες εκ τοΰ ελάχιστου τα οντα συν-ετίθεσαν καί οΰτοι. ώστε γίγνεται ή μονάς ΰλη των αριθμών καί άμα προτέρω της δυάδος, πάλιν δέ an ύστερα ώς όλου τινό? καί ενός καί είδους τής δυάδος οΰσης. διὰ δέ τό καθόλου ζητεΐν τό κατ-ηγορουμενον εν καί όντως ώς μέρος ελεγον ταντα δέ άμα τω αύτω αδύνατον νπάρχειν.	Ει δέ τό εν
αυτό δει fμόνον άθετον^ είναι (ονθενί γάρ διαφέρει
a μόνον Μίτον] μόνον άσύνθιτον Bywater, μοναδαόν Koss. * *
“ Aristotle takes the number 2 as an example, but the principle is of course universal. In a sense both number and unit are one; but if the number exists as tin actual unity, the unit can only exist potentially.
* Perhaps the Atomibti ·, but of I. viii. 8, 4.
" If the text is sound (and no convincing emendation lias been suggested), it .seems best to understand Μίτον in a rather wider ‘.ense than the semi-technical one put forward bv Ross. “ Without position ” =not localized, i.e. abstract. Unity ns a principle has no concrete instance.
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Yes, but they are prior in a different sense ; Ihe one in formula nnd the other in time. In which sense, then, is the One λ first principle ? for, as we have just said, both the right angle seems to be prior to the acute angle, and the latter prior to the former: and each of them is one. Accordingly the Platon ists 26 make the One a first principle in boih senses. But this is impossible ; for in one sense it is the One qua form or essence, and in the other the One qua part or matter, that is primary. There is a sense in which both number and unit are one ; they are so in truth potentially—tlial is, if a number is not an aggregate but a unity consisting of units distinct from those of other numbers, as the Platonists hold—but each of the two 0 units is not one in com- 27 plete reality. The cause of the error which befell the Platonists was that they were pursuing their inquiry from two points of view—that of mathematics and that of general definition—at the same time. Hence as a result of the former they conceived of the One or first principle as a point, for the unit is a point without position. (Thus they too, just like certain others, represented existing things as com- 28 posed of that which is smallest.)6 We get, then, that the unit is the material element of numbers, and at the same time is prior to the number 2 ; and again we get that it Ϊ3 posterior to 2 regarded as a whole or unity or form. On the other hand, through looking for the universal, they were led to speak of the unity predicated of a given number as α part in the formal sense also. But these two characteristics cannot belong simultaneously to the same thing.
And if Unity itself must only be without position0 -U (for it differs only in that it is a principle) and 2 is 237
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ή ότι αρχή), και ή μέν δυάς διαιρετή ή δέ μονά? υΓ· οίί, όμοιοτέρα αν εϊη τω ένι αυτφ ή μονας· ει δ’ ή μονάς, κάκεινο τή μονάδι ή rj) δυάδι· ώστε προτέρα αν εϊη έκατέρα ή μονάς της δυάδας■ ου 1085 α φασι δέ· γενναίοι γοΰν την δυάδα πρώτον. Ἔτι €ἱ ἔστιν τ) δοὰ? ἔν π αυτή και ή τρία? αὰτή, άμφω δυάς. εκ τίνος οΰν αυτή ή δυάς;
IX. Άπορήσειε δ’ <χν τις καί έπεί αφή μιν ούκ ἔστιν έν τοι? άριθμοΐς, τό δ’ εφεξής, όσων μή ἔστι ,. μεταξύ μονάδων, οΐον των εν τή δυάδι ή τή τριάδι, πότερον εφεξής τω ένι αΰτω ή ου, και πότερον ή δυάς ττροτέρα των εφεξής ή των μονάδων όποτερα-
Όμοίως δέ και περί των ύστερον γενών του αριθμού συμβαίνει τὰ δυσχερή, γραμμής τε καί επιπέδου καί σώματος, οἱ μεν γάρ εκ των ίο ειδών του μεγάλου και τοΰ μικρόν τταιοΰσιν, οΐον εκ μακροΰ μεν καί βραχέος τα μήκη, πλατέος δέ καί στενού τὰ επίπεδα, εκ βαθέος δέ καί ταπεινού τους όγκους· ταυτα δέ ἔστιν εΐδη τοΰ μεγάλου καί μικρόν, την δε κατά το εν αρχήν άλλοι άλλως τιθέασι των τοιούτων. καί έν τούτοι ς δέ μύρια is φαίνεται τά τε αδύνατα καί τὰ πλασματώδη καί τὰ υπ εναντία πασι τοΐς εύλόγοις. απολελυμένα τε γάρ άλλήλων συμβαίνει, ει μή σννακολουθοΰσι καί αι αρχαί, ώστε είναι το πλατύ καί στενόν καί μακράν καί βραχύ· ει δε τούτο, ἔσται τὰ επίπεδον γραμμή καί το στερεόν επίπεδον, ετι δὲ γωνίαι so και σχήματα καί τά τοιαΰτα πως άποδοθήσεται;
1 &τοτερροϋν Dessarion, Aldine, Bekker.
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divisible whereas the unit is not, the unit will he more nearly ftkin to Unity itself; and if this is so,
Unity itself will also be mure nearly akin to the unit than to 2. Hence each of the units in 2 will be prior to 2. 13ut this they deny ; at least they make out that 2 is generated first.®
Further, if 2 itself and 3 itself are each one tiling, both together make ci. From wliat, then, does tins 2 come ?
IX.	Since there is no contact in numbers, but units which have nothing between them—e.g. those in 2 ον 3—are successive, the question might be raised whether or not they are successive to Unity itself, and whether of the numbers which succeed it 2 or one of the unils in 2 is prior.1’
We fiud similar difficulties in the case of the guunra 2 posterior to numberc—the line, plane and solid.
Some derive these from the species of the Great and gc.noiati.Mi Small; viz. lines from the Long and Short, planes from the Broad and Narrow, and solids from the son»· Deep and Shallow. These are species of the Great r,“ “i,u and Small. As for the geometrical first principle 3 which corresponds to the arithmetical One, different d«rhotii.m Platonists propound different views.1* In these too we can see innumerable impossibilities, fictions and and suuii contradictions of all reasonable probability. For material (a) we get that the geometrical forms are unconnected	'<
with each other, unless their principles also are so clearly associated that the Broad and Narrow is also Long lll0s|Cal and Short ; and if this is so, the plane will be a line and the solid a plane. Moreover, how can angles 4 and figures, etc., be explained ? And (δ) the same
• Of ch. vii. ΰ. ύ Cf ibid. 5-7.	0 Of ch. vl. 10.
·> Cf III. iv. 34, XIV. Iii. 0.
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1085 a	^	\	\	, λ ι *
ταύτό τε συμβαίνει τοΐς περί τον αριθμόν ταΰτα γάρ πάθη μεγέθους έστίν, ὰλλ’ ούκ εκ τούτων τὰ μέγεθος, ώσπερ ούδ’ έζ ευθέος και καμπύλου το μήκος, ούδ' εκ λείου και τραχέος τα στερεά. Πάντων δἔ κοινόν τούτων οπερ ειτι των ειδών των ως “γ, γένους συμβαίνει διαπορείν, όταν τις θή τὰ καθόλου, πότερον το ζωον αύτό εν τω ζωω ή έτερον αύτοϋ ζώου, τούτου γάρ μη χωριστού μεν οντος ούδεμίαν ποιήσει απορίαν χωριστού δ’, ώσπερ οι ταυτα λέγοντές φασι, του ενός και των αριθμών ου ρόδιον λΰσαι, ει μή ρόδιον δεΐ λέγειν τό αδύνατον. 3υ όταν γάρ νοή τις εν τη δυάδι τό εν καί δλως εν αριθμώ, πότερον αύτό νοεΐ τι ή έτερον; Οἱ μεν ουν τὰ μεγέθη γεννώσιν εκ τοιαύτης ύλης, έτεροι δὲ έκ τής στιγμής (ή δέ στιγμή αύτοϊς δοκεΐ είναι ούχ εν ὰλλ* οἶον τό έν) και άλλης ύλης οϊας τό πλήθος, ὰλλ’ οι3 πλήθους· περί ὥν ούδέν ήττον συμβαίνει τα κ αυτά άπορεϊν. ει μεν γάρ μία ή ύλη, ταύτό γραμμή καί επίπεδον καί στερεόν (εκ γάρ των αυτών το 1085 b αύτό καί έν ἔσται) · ει δὲ πλείους αι υλαι, καί έτέρα μεν γραμμής έτέρα δέ τοΰ επιπέδου και άλλη τοΰ στερεού, ήτοι άκολουθοΰσιν άλλήλαις ή ου, ώστε ταύτά συμβήσεται καί ούτως· ή γάρ ούχ έξει τό επίπεδον γραμμήν ή ἔσται γραμμή. Ἔτι α πως μεν ενδέχεται είναι έκ τοΰ ενός καί πλήθους
<* The reference is probably to SpeuMppus; Plato and Xenncratw» did not believe in points (Γ. ix. £5, ch. v. 10 n.). 241)
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result follows as in the case of number ; for these concepts are modifications of magnitude, but magnitude is not geueriiU-d from them, any more tlum λ line is generated from the Straight and Crooked, ouiolids from Lhe Smooth mid Rough,
(Common to all these Platonic theories is the same 5 problem winch presents itself in the case of species (pikT.«Mon· of a genus when we posit universals—\iz. whether J it is the Ideal animal that ih present in the particular animal, or some other “animal” distinct from 1.1m* ti!eory) Ideal animal. Tins question will cause no difficulty if the universal is not separable ; but if, as the Plalon-iats say, Unity and the numbers exist separately, then it is not easy Lo solve (if we should apply l)»e phrase “ not easy ” to what is impossible). l’’or 0 when we think of the one in 2, or m number generally,
(ii'e we thinking of an Men m· of borne thing else t '1
Tliese thinkers, then, generate geometrical mnjl ouim niludes from this sort of material principle, but ^'meirioai others ® generate them from the point (they regard objects fiom the point not as a unity but as similar to Unity) and !"ΧΚ'· another material principle which is not plurality but is similar to it; yet in the case of these principles Vo ™me none the less we get the same difficulties. For if 7 the matter is one, line, plane and solid will be the Annuities same; because the product of the same elements11,1,1 must be one and the same. If on the other hand there is more than one kind of matter—one of the line, another of the plane, and another of the solid— either the kinds are associated with ench other, ον they are not. Thus the same result will follow in this case also; for either the plane will not contain a line, or it will be a line.
Further, no attempt, ν made tn explain how mini- 8
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τον αριθμόν ούθέν έπιχειρεΐται- όπως δ’ ουν λέγουσι ταύτά συμβαίνει δυσχερή άπερ και τυΐς εκ του ενός και εκ της δνάδος τής αορίστου, ό μέν γάρ εκ του κατηγορουμένου καθόλου γέννα τόν αριθμόν καί ου τινός πλήθους, ό δ’ εκ τινος πλή-> θους, τοΰ πρώτου δέ (τήν γὰρ δυάδα πρώτον τι εΐναι πλήθος), ώστε διαφέρει ούθέν ως είπείν, ὰλλ’ αἱ άπορίαι αἱ αντα'ι1 άκολουθήσουσι, μΐξις ή θέσις ή κράσις ή γένεσις καί οσα άλλα τοιαΰτα. Μάλιστα δ’ αν τις έπιζητήσειεν, ε'ι μία έκαστη μονάς, έκ τίνος εστίν' ου γαρ δή αυτό γε τό εν έκαστη. , ανάγκη δή2 έκ του ενός αύτοΰ είναι καί πλήθους, ή μορίου του πλήθους, τό μεν ουν πλήθος τι είναι φάναι την μονάδα αδύνατον, αδιαίρετόν γ' οΰσαν τό δ’ εκ μορίου άλλας έχει πολλὰ? δυσχερείας· αδιαίρετόν τε γάρ έκαστον άναγκαΐον εΐναι των μορίων, ή πλήθος εΐναι καί την μονάδα διαιρετήν, και μή στοιχείον εΐναι τό έν καί τό πλήθος· η γάρ μονάς έκαστη ούκ έκ πλήθους καί ενός, ἔτι ούθέν άλλο ποιεί ό το ντο λέγων ὰλλ’ ή αριθμόν έτερον τό γάρ πλήθος αδιαιρέτων ἔστιν αριθμός.
Ἔτι ζητητέον καί παρά τοΰ οϋτω λέγοντας3 πότερον άπειρος 6 αριθμός ή πεπερασμένος, υπήρχε
1 αΐ αύταί Γ Syriamis, fort. Alexander.· αίιται (αι sup. Jin. addito) J : αΰται EAb.
a S’ ij AT Synanus.
* του oC'Tto XiyoPTOs scrips!! τού! οΐίτω \4y0PTai. * *
" Aristotle again identifies the indeterminate dyad with the number 2.
* sc. of the dementi, of number.
‘ Which, being a principle, is Μίτον (viii. 29). d sc. but from an indivisible part of pluiality—which u> not λ plurality but α unity.
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ber can be generated from unity and plurality; Tin-irβι·ικ·-but howsoever they account for this, they have to J,"1,1,™,,J.'*ls meet the same difficulties as those who generate ni'U'ib' un-number from unity and the indeterminate dyad. ‘"lU',f'lr "r> The one school generates number not from a particular plurality but from that which is universally predicated ; the other from a particular plurality, but the first; for they hold that the tlyad is the first; plurality.'1 Thus there is practically no difference it between the two views; the same difficulties mil be involved with regard to mixture, position, blending, generation and the other similar modes of combination.6
We might very well ask the further question : if iti>wcah each unit is one, of what it is composed ; for clearly each unit is not absolute unity/· It must bi; goner-ated from absolute unity and either plurality or ft piumiity? jjurt of plurality. Now we cannot hold that the unit 10 is η plurality, because the unit is indivisible; but the view that it is derived from a part of plurality involves many further difficulties, because (a) each part must be indivisible ; .otherwise it will be a plurality and the unit will be divisible, and unity and plurality-will not be its elements, because each unit will not be generated from plurality* and unity, (b) The Η exponent of this theory merely introduces another number; because plurality is a number of indivisible parts.*
Again, we must inquire from the exponent of this Η u« theory whether the number1 is infinite or finite, ίΐ,ϊΐΐ”1,1,^
' i.e., to say that number is derlrnl from plurality is tit say that number is derived from nnmlter -which explains no-
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γάρ, ως έοικε, καί πεπερασμένον πλήθος, έξ οδ αι πεπερασμένοι μονάδες καί του ενός· ἔστι τε 'έτερον αυτό πλήθος και πλήθος άπειρον, ποιον οΰν πλήθος στοιχείον έστι και το έν; 'Ομοίως δέ καί περί στιγμής αν τις ζψήσειε και του στοιχείον εξ οδ ποιοϋσι τα μεγέθη· ου γάρ μία γε μόνον στιγμή so έστιν αυτή. των γοΰν άλλων στιγμών έκαστη ίκ τίνος; ου γάρ δη εκ γε διαστήματός τινος καί αυτής στιγμής, άλλα μήν ουδέ μόρια αδιαίρετα ένδέγ£ται τοΰ διαστήματος εΐναι μόρια, ώσπερ του πλήθους έξ ών αί μονάδες· ό μεν γάρ αριθμός εξ αδιαιρέτων σνγκειται, τὰ δὲ μεγέθη ου. Πάντα 3S δη ταΰτα καί άλλα τοιαΰτα φανερόν ποιεί οτι αδύνατον εΐναι τον αριθμόν καί τὰ μεγέθη χωριστά, 1080 α ἔτι δέ τό διαφωνείν τους πρώτους1 περί των αριθμών σημείον οτι τὰ πράγματα αυτά2 ούκ οντα αληθή παρέχει την ταραχήν αντοΐς. οι μεν γάρ τα μαθηματικά μόνον ποιοΰντες παρά τα αισθητά, όρώντες την περί τὰ εΐδη δυσχέρειαν καί πλάσιν, ι απέστησαν άπό τοΰ ειδητικού αριθμόν καί τον μαθηματικόν εποίησαν οι δε' τὰ είδη βονλόμενοι άμα καί αριθμούς ποιεϊν, ούχ όρώντες δέ, ει τάς άρχάς τις ταυτας θήσεται, πώς ἔσται ό μαθηματικός αριθμός παρά τον ειδητικόν, τον αυτόν 1 πρώτον! Α” Alexander: τρόπον; EJ yρ, Alexander.
* ταντα AM Syrian us. * *
“ Alexander preferred the reading πρώτον!, interpreting it in this sense j and I do not ecc why he should not be followed. Ross objects that πρώτοι is used ill the chronological sense in § 16 init., but this ie really no argument. For α much more serious (although different) inconsistency in the use of terms if. XII, iii. 1.
* Spcusippus iirnl his followeis.
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There was, it appears, a finite plurality from which, 12 in combination with unity, flic finite units won*inl1 generated ; ancl absolute plurality is different from finite plurality. What sort of plurality is it, then, that, is, in combination with unity, an element of number 5
We might ask a similar question with regard to πο the point, i.e. the clement out of which they cronte p™ spatial magnitudes. This is surely not the one and 13 only point. At least we may ask from wlmt each «i>r of the other points comes ; it is not, certainly, from some interval and the Ideal point. Moreover, the parts of the interval cannot be indivisible parts, any more than the parts of the plurality of which the units are composed ; because although number is composed of indivisible parts, spatial mu^ni hides are not.
All these and other similar considerations make 14 it clear that number and spatial magnitudes cannot su exist separately. Further, the fact that the lending “fltl authorities0 disagree about numbers indicates that«in» it is the misrepresentation of the facts themselves that produces this confusion in their views. Those b 15 who recognize only the objects of mathematics as existing besides sensible things, abandoned Ideal number and posited mathematical number because they perceived the difficulty and artificiality of the Ideal theory. Others,c wishing to maintain both Forms and numbers, but not seeing how, if one posits these d as first principles,mathematical numbercan exist besides Ideal number, identified Ideal with mathe-
0 Xenocrat.es and his followers.
a Unity and the indeterminate dyad; for the difficulty see ch. vii. 3, 4·.
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ειδητικόν καί μαθηματικόν (ποίησαν αριθμόν— ίο τω λόγ^ν, έπεί ἔργω γε άνηρηται ο μαθηματικός· ιδίας γάρ καί ού μαθηματικός ύποθέσεις λέγουσιν ό δὲ πρώτος θέμενος τα1 είδη είναι και αριθμούς τὰ είδη και τὰ μαθηματικό, είναι εύλόγως εχώρισεν άστε πάντας συμβαίνει κατά μεν τι λέγειν όρθώς, δλως δ’ ού κ όρθώς. και αυτοί δέ ό/ιολογοθσιν ου τοταύτά λέγοντες άλλα τὰ εναντία, αἴτιον δ’ ότι αἱ ύποθεσείς και αι άρχαΐ ψευδείς, χαλεπόν δ’ εκ μη καλώς εχόντων λέγειν καλώς, κατ’ Επίχαρμον άρτίως τε γὰρ λελεκται, καί εύθέως φαίνεται ου καλώς έχον. Άλλα περί μεν των αριθμών Ικανά τὰ διηπορημενα καί Βιωρισμενα· μάλλον γὰρ εκ so πλειόνων αν ἔτι πεισθείη τις πεπεισμένος, προς δε τό πεισθήναι μη πεπεισμένος ούθέν μάλλον περί δὲ των πρώτων αρχών καί τών πρώτων αιτίων καί στοιχείων δσα μεν λέγουσιν οι περί μόνης της αισθητής ουσίας διορίζοντες, τὰ μεν εν τοΐς περί ψύσεως εϊρηται, τα δ’ ουκ ἔστι της μεθόδου της 20 νυν όσα 8έ οι φάσκοντες εΐναι παρά τάς αισθητός έτερας ουσίας, εχόμενόν ἔστι θεωρήσαι τών είρη-μενων,
Έττίί οΰν λέγουσι τινες τοιαΰτας είναι τάς ιδέας καί τούς αριθμούς, καί τα τούτων στοιχεία τών δοτών εΐναι στοιχεία καί άρχάς, σκετττέον περί τούτων τί λέγουσι καί πώς λέγουσιν. Οἱ μεν οΰν 80 αριθμούς ποιοΰντες μόνον καί τούτους μαθηματι-
1 τί; τά τε recc, Syrianus.
* Of. ch. vi. 10.	1 Plato.	* Fr. 14, Diels.
d Physic* I. iv.-vi.
“ The Pythagoreans and Speusippus.
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maticol number,—but only in theory, since actually mathematical number is done .away with, because the hypotheses which they state are peculiar in them and not mathematical." And he 6 who first assumed Ιβ that there are Ideas, anti that the Ideas are numbers, and that, the objects of mathematics exist, naturally separated them. Thusil happens tli.it all are right in some respect, but not altogether right; even they themselves admit as much, by not agreeing but contradicting each other. The reason of this is that their assumptions and first principles are wrong; and it is difficult, to propound a correct theory from 17 faulty premisses : as Epicharm us says, “ no sooner is it said than it is seen to be wrong.” 0
We have now examined and analyzed the questions concerning numbers to a sufficient extent; for although one who is already convinced might be btill more convinced by a fuller treatment, he who is not convinced would be brought no nearer to conviction. As for the first principles and causes and ]& elements, the views expressed by those who discuss only sensible substance either have been described in the PhysicsΛ or have no place in our present inquiry ; but the views of those who assert that there are other substances besides sensible ones call for investigation next after those which we have just discussed.
Since, then, some thinkers hold that the Ideas and 19 numbers are such substances, and that their elements are the elements and principles of reality, we must inquire what it is that they hold, and in what sense th hold it.
oae e who posit only numbers, and mathematical 20
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κούς ύστερον επισκεπτέοι· των δε τάς ιδέας λέγονται ν άμα τόν τε τρόπον θεάσαιτ αν τις και την απορίαν την περί αυτών, άμα γάρ καθόλου τε ώς ουσίας:1 * ποιοΰσι τὰ? ιδέας και πάλιν ως χωριατας και τὥν καθ’ έκαστον, ταϋτα δ’ ότι ον κ ενδέχεται »■· διηπόρηται πρότερον, αίτιον δέ του συνάφαι ταΰτα εις ταύτόν τοΐς λέγουσι τ ας ουσίας1 καθόλου, οτι τοΐς αίσθητοΐς ού τὰ? αντος [ουσίας]3 εποίονν. τα 1085 Ι) μεν οΰν εν τοΐς α ίσθητοΐς καθ’ έκαστα ρεΐν ενόμιζον καί μένειν ονθέν αυτών, το δὲ καθόλου παρά ταΰτα εΐναί τε και 'έτερόν τι είναι, τούτο δ’, ώσπερ εν τοΐς έμπροσθεν ελέγομεν, έκίνησε μέν Σωκράτης διά τούς ορισμούς, ου μην έχώρισέ γε των καθ' :> έκαστον καί τοϋτο όρθώς ένάησεν ου χωρίσας. δηλοΐ Be εκ των έργων άνευ μεν γάρ του καθόλου ούκ ἔστιν επιστήμην λαβεΐν, το δέ χωρίζειν αἴτιον των συμβαινόντων δυσχερών περί τάς ιδέας έστίν. οι δ’ ως αναγκαίου, είπε ρ ἔσονται τινες ούσίαι παρά τάς αισθητός καί ρεούσας, χωριστάς etvat, ίο άλλας μεν ούκ εΐχον, τ αντος δὲ τάς καθόλου λεγόμενός εξέθεσαν, ώστε συμβαίνειν σχεδόν τάς αύτάς φύσεις είναι τδο καθόλου καί τάς καθ’ έκαστον, αΰτη μεν οΰν αυτή καθ' αυτήν εϊη τις αν δυσχέρεια των ειρημένων.
Χ. "O δέ καί τοΐς λέγουσι τάς ιδέας έχει τινα is απορίαν καί τοΐς μή λέγουσιν, καί κατ άρχάς εν
1 ώι ούσίαι sed. Jaeger.
3 ούσίαι Jaeger t Was.	* Jaeger.
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numbers at that, may be considered Inter" ; jbui.f,s01 for those who speak of the Idea·!, we can observe at tilery tile same time their way of thinking anil the difficulties which befall them. For they not only treat tile Ideas as universal substances, but filso as separable and particuliu·. (That this is impossible has been 21 already shownh by a consideration of the difficulties involved.) The reason why those who hold substances to be universal combined these two views was that they did not. identify substances with sensible tilings. They considered that the particulars in the sensible world are in a state of fl«\. and Hint none of them persists, but. that, the universal C'dsfs besides them anil is something distinct from them.
This theory, as wc have said in an earlier passage," 22 was initiated by Socrates as α result of his definit ions, but he did not separate univcrsals from particulars ;
(ind lie was right in not separating them. This is evident from the facts; for without the universal wo cannot acquire knowledge, and the separation of the universal is the cause of the difficulties which wc find in the Ideal theory. Others,*1 regarding· it as neces- 23 sary, if there are to be any substances besides those which are sensible and transitory, that they should be separable, and having no other substances, assigned separate existence to those which ave universally predicated; thus it followed that univer&nls and particulars are practically the same kind of tiling.
This in itself would be one difficulty in the view winch we have just described.® j
X.	Lei us nowmention a point whirl] presents some Hon· ,·» β difficulty both to those who hold the Ideal theory and to those who do not. It has been stated already, ftt Guarded t ‘ See Vol. I, Intioil. pp, x\i f.
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τοίς διαπορήμασιν ελεχθη πρότερον, λεγωμεν νυν, εἶ μέν γάρ τι? μη θήσει τὰ? ουσίας είναι κε-χωρισμενας, καί τον τρόπον τούτον ws λέγβται τα καθ' εκαστα των ον των, άναφήσει την ουσίαν ως βουλόμεθα λέγειν αν δέ τι? θή ros ουσίας χωριστός, -ο πως θήσει τα στοιχεία καί τὰ? άρχάς αύτων; el μιν yap καθ' 'έκαστον καί μη καθόλου, τοσαΰτα ἔσται τὰ όντα οσαπερ τα στοιχεία, καί ούκ Επιστητά τα στοιχεία, εστωσαν γάρ αι μεν εν τη φωνή σύλλαβοί ούσίαι, τὰ δέ στοιχεία αυτών στοιχεία των ουσιών· ανάγκη 8η το BA ev etvai ·-’·■' καί Εκαστη ν των συλλαβών μίαν, ειπερ μη καθόλου καί τω e'iSei αἱ αύταί, ὰλλὰ μία Εκαστη τα> αριθμώ καί τάδε τι καί μη ομώνυμον· ἔτι δ’ αὰτὰ ο ἔστιν εν Εκαστον τιθέασιν el δ’ αἱ σνλλαβαί, ουτω καί Εξ ών εΐσίν ούκ ἔσται άρα πλείω άλφα Ενός, ούδε τών άλλων στοιχείων ούθεν κατά τον αΰτδο λόγον rfu όνπερ ούδε -τών [ὰλλων]1 συλλαβών ή αυτή άλλη καί άλλη, ὰλλὰ μην el τούτο, ούκ ἔσται παρά τὰ στοιχεία ετερα όντα, αλλά μόνον τά στοιχεία.
Ἔτι δέ ουδ* επιστητά τα στοιχεία· ού γάρ καθόλου, η δ5 επιστήμη τών καθόλου, δήλον δ’ εκ* των αποδείξεων και των ορισμών· οΰ γάρ γίγ-85 νεται συλλογισμός ότι τάδε το τρίγωνον δύο όρθάίς, ει μή που τρίγωνον δυο ορθοί/ ούδ' ότι όδί ό
3 ίκ τε E. 250
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the beginning of our treatise, among the problems"
If \re do not suppose substances to be separate, that is in the way in which particular things are said io be separate, we shall do away with substance in tin* sense in which wc wish to maintain it; but if we suppose substances to be separable, how are we to regard their elements and principles ? If they are particular 2 and not universal, there will be as many real tilings iniieyxi. as there are elements, and the elements will not be knowable. For let us suppose that the syllable1' iti win speed) are substances, and that their letters arc the {ιπιηιηι1.»” elements of substances., Then there must be only J;]™ one BA, and only one of each of the other syllables ;	11
that is, if they are not universal and identical in form, but each is numerically one and an individual, <nid not a member of a class bearing λ common wimp. (Moreover, the Platonists assume that each Ideal 9 entity is unique.^ Now if this is true of the syllables, it is also true or their letters. Hence there will not be more than one A, nor more than one of any of the other letters,* on the same argument by which m the case of the syllable there cannot be more Ilian one instance of the same syllable. But if this is so, there will be no other things besides the letters, but only the letters.
I Nor again will the elements be knowable ; for they 4 will not be universal, and knowledge is of the univcrsaUM *Vwi This can be seen by reference to proofs and defini- tun’*" Huttons ; for there is no logical conclusion that a given knowable, triangle has its angles equal to two right angles xinless every triangle has its angles equal to two right
« Of. III. iv. 8-10, vi. 7-9.
6 This is, as a matter of fact, the assumption upon which the whole argument rests; Aristotle is ui-gmn# in α circle.
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άνθρωπος ζώον, ει μη πας άνθρωπος ζώον. Άλλα μην είγε καθόλου αἱ άρχαι η και αι1 * εκ τουτοΛ> ούσίαι καθόλου (ή)“ ear αι. μη ουσία πρότερον ουσίας· τό μεν γάρ καθόλου ούκ ουσία, τό δέ στοιχείον και η αρχή καθόλου· πρότερον δὲ τό στοιχείον και ή αρχή ών αρχή και στοιχείον ἔστιν. ταντά τε δή πάντα συμβαίνει εύλόγως, όταν 4ίκ στοιχείων τε ποιώ σι τάς ιδέας και παρά τάς .το αυτό εἶδ05 έχούσας ουσίας και Ιδέας εν τι άβιώσιν είναι κεχωρισμένον. Εἶ δέ μηθέν κωλύει Λΐίισπερ επί των της φωνής στοιχείων πολλά είναι τα άλφα και τα βήτα και μηθέν είναι παρά τὰ πολλά αύτο άλφα καί αυτό βήτα, ἔσονται ένεκα γε τούτου άπειροι αι όμοια ι συλλαβαί. Τό δέ τήν επιστήμην είναι καθόλου πάσαν, ώστε άναγκαΐον είναι και τάς των όντων άρχεις καθόλου είναι καί μή ουσίας κεχωρισμένας, έχει ριεν /ιάλιστ απορίαν των λεχθέντων, ού μήν ὰλλ’ ἔστι μεν ώς αληθές τό λεγόμενον, ἔστι δ’ ως ούκ αληθές. ή γάρ επιστήμη, ώσπερ και τό επίστασθαι, διττόν, ων τό μέν δυνάμει, τό δέ ενεργείς, ή μέν οΰν δύναμις ως ύλη [τον]5 καθόλου οΰσα καί αόριστος του καθόλου καί αορίστου ἔστιν, ή δ’ ενέργεια ώρι-σμένη καί ώρισμένου τάδε τι ουσα τοϋδε' τινος. ὰλλὰ κατά συμβεβηκός ή δφις τό καθόλου χρώμα, όρη., οτι τόδε τὰ χρώμα δ όρη. χρώμα ἔστιν, και Β θεωρεί 6 γραμματικός, τάδε τό άλφα άλφα· έπεί εΐ ανάγκη τάς άρχάς καβόλου είναι, ανάγκη
1 αι οιπ. ΚJ Syrianus.
* ί Ross, Syrianus (?): Imbet ante καθ6λον Τ. 3 Bonitz.
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angles, or that a given man is an animal unless every ,*mui is an animal.
On the other hand, if the first principles are uni- β versal, either the substances composed of them will if tii<> be universal too, or there will be a non-substance prior ,1,',1 Ho substance ; because the universal is not sub&tance, ““'ιt[ and the element or first principle is universal; and tAte element or first principle is prior to that of which liimcl it.is an element or first principle. All this naturally 8 follows when they compose the Ideas of elements and assert!· that besides the substances which have the same iorm there are also Ideas each of which is n separate entity.
But if, as in the case of the phonetic elements, there is no reiison why there should not be many A’s and ρι,,ι,ί B’s, and no “ A itself” or “ Β itself ” apart from these many, then on this basis there may be any number of himiliif syllables.
The doctrine that all knowledge is of the universal, 7 and lienee that the principles of existing things rausl also be universal and not separate substances, presents the greatest difficulty of all that we have discussed ; there is, however, a sense in which this statement is true, although there is another in which it is not true. Knowledge, like the verb “ to know,” has two senses, 8 of which one is potential and the other actual. The potentiality being, as matter, universal tind indefinite, has a universal and indefinite object; but the actuality is definite and has a definite object, because it is particular and deals with the particular.
It is only accidentally that sight sees universal colour, i) because the particular colour which it sees is colour; and the particular A which the grammarian studies is an A. For if the first principles must be universal,
25!i
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καί τὰ έκ τούτων καθόλου, ώσπερ έτη των αποδείξεων cl δε τοΰτο, ούκ εσται χωριστόν ούθεν ούδ’ ουσία, αλλά δήλον ο'τι ἔστι μεν ω? ή1 επι-στιγμή καθόλου, ἔστι δ’ ώϊ ου.
" “ Need “ must be
:is ” (logical or syllogi igmT (An. iW. Ι. χινΛ
ir proof) id in that
254.
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that which is derived from them must also be universal, as in the case of logical proofs n ; and if tliis is so, there will bo nothing which has a separate existence ; i.e. no substance. But it is clear 1hat although in one sense knowledge is universal, in 'another it is not.
figure universal promises uhvnj's give a universal conclusion." (Ross.)
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10878 //*//) Ι. Περί, μεν οδν της οΰσια? ταυτης ειρησ&ω
so τοσαΰτα, πάντες δέ ποιοΰσι τὰ? άρχάς εναντίας, ώσπερ έν τοι? φυσικοΐς, καί περί τὰ? ακίνητους ουσίας ομοίως. ει δέ τή? τὥν απάντων αρχής μη ενδέχεται πρότερον τι «ἶναι, αδύνατον αν ειη την αρχήν έτερόν τι οδσαν εἶναι αρχήν, οἶον «ἴ τι? λίγοι το λευκόν αρχήν είναι ούχ ή 'έτερον ὰλλ’ ή 3Γ· λευκόν, εΐναι μέντοι καθ’ υποκειμένου, και έτερον τι ον λευκόν είναι■ εκείνο γάρ πρότερον ἔσται, ὰλλὰ μην γίγνεται πάντα εξ εναντίων ως υποκειμένου τινός· ανάγκη αρα μάλιστα εν τοι? έναντιοι?
1087 b τονθ’ ύπάρχειν. αει αρα πάντα τὰ έναντίο καθ’ υποκειμένου, καί ούθέν χωριστόν■ άλλ’ ώσπερ καί φαίνεται οόθέν ουσία εναντίον, καί ό λόγος μαρτυρεί. ούθέν αρα των εναντίων κυρίως αρχή πάν-των ὰλλ’ έτέρα. Οἱ δέ τὰ έτερον των εναντίων
“ i.e., the Platonic Ideas or numbers, which they regarded as unchangeable substances. There in·, however, πο definite transition to a fresh subject at flii* point. The criticisms of the Ideas or numbers as substances, and of the Platonic first in-inciples, have not been grouped systematically in Books 250
BOOK XIV
I. With regard to this kind of substance,0 then, let Uook xiv the foregoing account suffice. All thinkers make the first principles contraries ; as in the realm of natural op m* objects, so too in respect of the unchangeable sub- !!!,k™a'nd'1 stances. Now if nothing can be prior to the first 2 principle of all things, that first principle cannot be a muvbgin. first principle if it is an attribute of something else.
This would be as absurd as to say that “ white ’’ is the trory iii.t first principle, not qua anything else but qua white, 1>rlne'1,lBH and yet that it is predicable of a subject, and is white because it is an attribute of something else ; because the latter will be prior to it. Moreover, all things are 3 generated from contraries as from λ substrate, and therefore contraries must most certainly have a substrate. Therefore all contraries are predicated of a subject, and none of them exists separately. But But no con-there is no contraiy to substance ; not only is this apparent, but it is borne out by reasoned considera- pnnciine. tion.6 Thus none of the contraries is strictly a first principle ; the first principle is something different.
But the Platonists treat one of the contraries as 4
XIII.	and XIV. Indeed there is so little distinction in subject matter between the two books that in some mss.
XIV.	was made to begin at XIII. Is. 18 (Syrianus ad he.).
Cf Vol. I. Inlrod. p. xxxii.
» Of Categories 3 b S4-2T.
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ΰλην ποιουσιν, οι μεν τώ «νι [τω ισφ]' τ ο άνισον, ω? τοΰτο την του πλήθους ου σαν φύουν, οἱ δέ τω ἔνι τὰ πλήθος· γεννώνται γὰ/> οἱ άριθμοϊ τοΐς μεν έ/f τή? τον άνίσον δυάδος τον μεγάλου και μικρόν, τω δ’ εκ τον πλήθους, υπό της του ενός δε ούσίας ιο άμφοΐν και γάρ 6 τὰ άνισον και εν λέγων τὰ στοιχεία, τό δ’ άνισον εκ μεγάλου και μικρόν δυάδα, ως εν όντα τό άνισον καί τό μέγα και τό μικρόν λέγει, και ού διορίζει ότι λόγω αριθμώ
‘Αλλά μήν και τάς άρχας ας στοιχεία καλοΰσιν, ου καλώς άποδιδόασιν, οι μεν το μέγα καί τό υ μικρόν λέγοντες μετὰ του ενός τρία ταΰτα στοιχεία των αριθμών, Τὰ μεν δύο ΰλην, τό δ’ εν την μορφήν, οί δέ τό πολύ και ολίγον, ότι τό μέγα και τό μικρόν μεγέθους οίκειότερα την φύσιν, οι δε τό καθόλου μάλλον επί τούτων τό ύπερέχον και τα υπερεχόμενον. διαφέρει δέ τούτων ούθέν ως είπεΐν 20 προς ένια των σνμβαινόντων, άλλα, προς τάς λογικάς μόνον δυσχερείας, ας φυλάττονται διά τό καί αυτοί λογικός φέρειν τάς αποδείξεις, πλήν του αύτοΰ γε λόγου εστί τό ύπερέχον καί* * ύπερ-εχόμενον είναι άρχας άλλα μή τό μέγα καί τό μικρόν, καί τον αριθμόν πρότερον της δυάδος εκ
•	Plato ; of XIII. vii. 5.
6 Probably Speusippus.
•	This shows clearly that by the Great-and-Swall Plato meant a single principle, i.e., indeterminate quantity. Aris-totie admits this, here because he is contrasting the Grcat-und-Small with the One; but elsewhere he prefers to regard the 258
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matter, some opposing “ the iinpijiinl ’’ to Unity (on Ί]ΐι» tin· ground that tlicfovmerisofthe nature of plurality; ,J,l,t0",!"s and others plurality. For according to some,0 5 numbers nrc generated from Ihe unequal dyail *'ί’ V"t'J y the Great and Small ; and according' to imother/ luindpi's from plurality ; but m both cnees (hey nre yonerated hi/ the essence of unity. For lie who speaks of" the unequal ” and. Unity as dements, and describes the unequal as a dyad composed of Great, and Small, speaks of the unequal, i.e. the Great, mul Small, as being one ; and does not draw the distinction lliat they tire one in formula but not in number.”
Again, they state the first principles, which they 6 call elements, badly ; some sny that the Great find .mil ■.utii the Small, together with Unity (making 3'1 in nil), lle"1 1,1 are the elements of numbers ; the two formin' as matter, and Unity as form. Others .speak of the Many and Few, because the Great and Ihc Small are in their nature more suited lo be the principles of magnitude ; and others use the more general term which covers these—“ the exceeding ” and “ the exceeded.” But none of these variations 7 makes any appreciable difference with respect to some of the consequences of the theory; they only affect the abstract difficulties, which these thinkers escape because the proofs which they themselves employ are abstract. There is, however, this ex- 8 ception : if “ the exceeding ” and “ the exceeded ” are the first principles, and not the Great and the Small, on the same principle number should be derived from the elements before 2 is derived; for a? “ the exceeding and the exceeded ” is more
Platonic material principle as a duality. Of. Yol. I. Introil. pp. xxii f.	* Of. previous not»;.
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si των στοιχείων καθόλου γάρ άμφότερα μάλλον ἔστιν. νυν δέ τό μεν λέγουσι τό δ’ ου λέγουσιν.
Οι δέ τό 'έτερον και τό άλλο προς τα εν άντι-τιθέασιν, οι δε πλήθος καί τό εν. ει δ’ έστίν, ώσπερ βούλονται, τὰ ον τα εξ εναντίων, τω δε ένΐ ή ονθέν εναντίον, ή ε'ίπερ άρα μέλλει, τὰ πλήθος, τό δ’ so άνισον τω ϊσφ και τό 'έτερον τω ταύτω και τό άλλο αντω,1 μάλιστα μιν οι το εν τω πλήθει άντι-τιθέντες έχονταί τινος δόξης, ου μήν οι)δ’ οΰτοι ίκανώς· ἔσται γὰρ τό εν ολίγον πλήθος μεν γάρ όλιγότητι, τό δὲ πολύ τέρ ολίγω άντίκειται. Τ<5 δ’ έν οτι μέτρον σημαίνει, φανερόν, και έν παντί so εστί τι έτερον υποκείμενον, οἶον έν άρμονίμ δίεσις, έν δε μεγέθει δάκτυλος ή πούς ή τι τοιοΰτον, έν δὲ ρυθμοΐς βάσις ή συλλαβή· ομοίως δέ και έν βάρει σταθμάς τις ώρισμένος εστιν καί κατά πάν-t088 a των δέ τόν αυτόν τρόπον, εν μεν τοΐς ποιοΐς ποιόν τι, έν δέ τοΐς ποσοις ποσόν τι (καί αδιαίρετον τὰ μέτρον, τό μεν κατά τό είδος τό δὲ π ρος την άίσθησιν), ως ου κ οντος τινός του ενός καθ' αυτό ούσίας. καί τοΰτο κατά λόγον σημαίνει γάρ τό 5 έν οτι μέτρον πλήθους τινός, και 6 αριθμός οτι πλήθος μεμετρημένον καί πλήθος μέτρων (διό καί εύλόγως ου κ ἔστι τὰ έν αριθμός' ουδέ γάρ τό μέτρον μέτρα, άλλ’ αρχή καί τό μέτρον καί τό έν). δεΐ δὲ αει τό αύτό τι νπάρχειν πασι τό μέτρον, οἶον ει Ιπποι, τό μέτρον Ιππος, καί ει άνθρωποι, 1 ταύτφ Bekker.
Of V. τί. ΙΤ, 18, Χ. ϊ. 8, 31.
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universal than the Great and Small, so number is more universal than 2. Bui in point of fact they assert the one anti not the other.
Others oppose “ the different ” or “ other ’’ to Unity ; and others contrast Plurality and Unity.
Now if, as they maintain, existing things are derived β from contraries, and if there is either no contrary to unity, or if there is to be any contrary it Is plurality ; and if the unequal is contrary to the equal, and die different, to the same, and the oilier to the tiling itself, then those who oppose unity to plurality have Hie best claim to credibility—but even their theory is inadequate, because then unity will be few'. For plurality is opposed to paucity, and many to few.
Th ah “ unity ” denotes a measure ° is obvious. And JO in every case there is something else which underlies iTmty·» it; e.g., in the scale there is the quarter-tone ; in^^Vncnaut spatial magnitude the inch or foot or some similar »imii im-tliing ; and in rhythms the foot or syllable. Similarly ""t in the case of gravity there is some definite weight.
Unity is predicated of all things in the same way ; of qualities as a quality, and of quantities as a quantity.
(The measure is indivisible, in the former case in 11 kind, and in the latter to our senses.) This shows that unity is not any independent substance. And this is reasonable ; because unity denotes λ measure of some plurality, and number denotes a measured plurality and a plurality of measures, (Hence too it stands to reason that unity is not a number; fov the measure is not measures, but the measure and unity are starting-points.) The measure must 12 always be something which applies to all alike ; e.g.._ if the things are horses, the measure is a horse; if 261
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άνθρωπος.1 ει δ’ άνθρωπος καί Ιππος και θεός, ζώον ϊσως, και 6 αριθμός αυτών ἔσται ζώα. ει δ’ άνθρωπος και λευκόν και βαδίζον, ήκιστα μεν αριθμός τούτων διὰ το ταύτώ πάντα ύπάρχειν και ένι κατά.2 αριθμόν, όμως δέ γενών ἔσται ό αριθμός ό τούτων, ή τινος άλλης τοιαύτης προσ-ηγορίας.
Οἱ δε τό άνισον ως εν τι, την δυάδα δὲ αόριστον ποιούντες μεγάλου και μικρόν, πόρρω λίαν τών δοκούντων και δυνατών λέγουσιν· πάθη τε γὰρ ταΰτα καί σνμβεβηκότα μάλλον η ύπο-κείμενα τοΐς άριθμοΐς και τοι? μεγέθεσίν έστι, τὰ πολύ και ολίγον άριθμοΰ, και μέγα και μικρόν μεγέθους, ώσπερ άρτιον και περιττόν, και λεΐον καί τραχύ, και ευθύ καί καμπύλου, έτι δε προς ταντη τη αμαρτία και πρός τι ανάγκη είναι το μέγα και τὰ μικρόν καί όσα τοιαΰτα' τό δέ πρός τι πάντων ήκιστα φύσις τις ή οδοια τών κατηγοριών έστἱ, καί υστέρα τον ποιου και ποσού · καί πάθος τι του ποσού τό πρός τι, ώσπερ ελέχθη, άλλ’ ούχ ύλη, ει τι έτερον καί τω δλως κοινώ πρός τι, καί τοΐς μέρεσιν αύτον καί εϊδεσιν. ούθέν γάρ ἔστιν ούτε μέγα ούτε μικρόν, ούτε πολύ ούτε ολίγον, ούτε δλως πρός τι, ο ούχ έτερόν τι ον πολύ η ολίγον η μέγα ή μικρόν η πρός τι εστίν. σημεϊον δ’ ότι ήκιστα ούσία τις καί ον τι τό πρός
1 Ϊ7ΓΤΓΟΙ . . . fffrrot . . . άνθρωποι, Άνθρωποι Bonitz: firms . . . ίππουι . . . Άνθρωποι, ά,νθρώπονι codd.
a κατά τb» recc. *
* (If XL xii. 1. There Aristotle refers to seven categories, 262
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they are men, thu mensuic is a man ; and if Πη.γ are man, horse and god, the measure will presumably be an animate being, and the number of them animate beings. If the tilings nrc “ man,” “ \vhiU* ” mill 13 “ walking,” there will scarcely be a number of them, because they all belong to a subject which is one and the same in number ; however, theiv number will be α number of “ genera,” or some other such Appellation.
Those “ who regard the unequal as a unity, mid 14 the dyad as an indeterminate compound of great Nmiiutu, and small, hold theories which are very fur from being probable or possible. Fur these terms repre- ΛίοιιίιιιΙ-sent affections and attributes, rather than substrates, ^ηΐ,',',ι1"/10 of numbers (ind magnitudes—" many ” and “ few ” λκΛώιλλ applying lo number, and “ great ” and “ small ” to >sU,lcc magnitude—just as odd and even, smooth and rough, straight and crooked, are attributes. Further, in 15 addition to this error, “ great ” and “ small ” and all other such terms must be relative. And tlie relative is of all the categories in the least degree a definite entity or substance; it is posterior to quality and quantity. The relative is an affection of quantity, as we have said, and not its matter; since there is something else distinct which is the matter both of the relative in general and of its parts and kinds. There is nothing great or small, many 18 or few, or in general relative, which is many or few, great or small, or relative to something else without having a distinct nature of its own. That the relative is in the lowest degree a substance and a real thing is shown by the feet that of it alone b there is neither
bul here he omits “ activity ” and “ passivity *’ os being virtually identical with motion.
m
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τι τὰ μάναν1 μη εἶναι γένεσιν αύτοΰ μηδε φθοράν μηδε κίνησα’, ώσπερ κατά το ποσόν αύξησις καί φθίσις, κατά τὰ ποιον αλλοίωσή, κατὰ τόπον φορά, κατά την ουσίαν ή απλή γενεσις καί φθορά· ὰλλ’ ου κατά το πρός τι· άνευ γάρ του κινηθήναι 35 ότε μεν μεΐζον ore δέ ἔλαττον η ἴσον ἔσται θατερου lose b κινηθεντος κατά τό ποσόν. ανάγκη τε έκαστου ύλην εΐναι τό δυνάμει τοιοΰτον, ώστε και ουσίας· το δέ πρός τι ούτε δυνάμει ουσία ούτε ενεργεία.
“Ατοπον οδν, μάλλον δε αδύνατον, το ουσίας μη ούσίαν ποιεΐν στοιχείον και πρότερον· ύστερον γάρ η πάσαι αι κατηγορίαι. ἔτι δε τὰ στοιχεία ού κατη-γορεΐται καθ' 3>ν στοιχεία, το δε πολύ καί ολίγον και χωρίς καί άμα κατηγορεΐται αριθμού, καί το μακράν καί τό βραχύ γραμμής, καί επίπεδόν ἔστι καί πλατύ καί στενόν, ει δε δη καί ἔστι τι πλήθος οδ το μεν άεί (τό)ζ ολίγον, οἶον ή ΰυάς ίο (ει γάρ πολύ, το εν αν ολίγον εΐη), καν πολύ απλώς είη, οἶον ή δεκάς πολύ, [καί]3 ει ταύτης μή εστι πλεΐον, η τα μύρια, πώς οδν ἔσται όντως εξ ολίγου και πολλοϋ 6 αριθμός; ή γάρ άμφιο εδει κατηγορείσθαι ή μηδετερον νΰν δε τό ετερον μάναν κατηγορεΐται.
II. ’Απλώς δε δει σκοπεΐν, δ,ρα δυνατόν τὰ άίδια εκ στοιχείων συγκεΐσθαι- ύλην γάρ ἔξω· σύνθετον γάρ παν τό εκ στοιχείων, ει τοίνυν ανάγκη, εξ οδ 1 μίναν E Syrianus: μίνονν J1 · μόνον JaAbl'.
* τί Alexander (?) Ross.	a Bonitz.
Of X. vi. 1-3.
6 Cf XIII. viii. 17
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generation nor destruction nor change in the sense that in respect of quantity there is increase nnd decrease, in respect of quality, «Iteration, in respect of place, locomotion, and in respect of substance, absolute generation .ind destruction. There is no 17 real change in respect of the relative; for without any change in itself, one term will be now greater, now smaller or equal, as the other term undergoes quantitative change. Moreover, the matter of every thing, and therefore of substance, must be that which is potentially of that nature ; but the relative is neither potentially subsbancc nor actually.
It is absurd, then, or rather impossible, to represent 18 non-substance as an element of substance and prior to it; for all the other categories are posterior to substance. And further, the elements are not predicated of those things of which they are elements ; yet “ many ” ancl “ few ” arc predicated, both separately and together, of number ; and “ long ” and “ short ” are predicated of the line, and the plane is both broad and narrow. If, then, there is a 10 plurality of which one term, viz. “ few,” is always predicable, e.g. 2 (for if 2 is many, 1 will be few °), then there will be an absolute " many ”; e.g., 10 ■will be many (if there is nothing more than 10b), or 10,000. How, then, in this light, can number be derived from Few and Many ? Either both ought to be predicated of it, or neither ; but according to this view only one or the other is predicated.
II. But we must inquire in general -whether eternal things can be composed of elements. If so, they will have matter; for everything which consists of elements is composite. Assuming, then, that that 2 which consists of anything, whether it has always 265
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εστiv, ει και αει εστι καν ει εγενετο, eic τούτου γίγνεσθαι, γίγνεται δέ ττὰν έι< του δοΐ’άμίι ovtoj τούτο ο γίγνεται (ου γὰρ αν εγενετο’ eV τον αδυνάτου ουδέ ήν), τό δέ δυνατόν ενδέχεται και ένερ-2ft γίΐν και /ιή, «ι καί ότι μάλιστα αει έστιν 6 αριθμός η ότιοΰν άλλο ύλην ἔχον, ενδέχοιτ αν μη εἶναι, ὥσττ€ρ καί τὰ /χίαν ημέραν ἔχον /cal τὰ όττοσαοΰν ἔ·ηγ ει δ’ οΰτω, και τό τοσοΰτον χρόνον οΰ μη έστι πέρας. ούκ αν τοίνυν ειη ὰἶδια, ειπερ μη ὰἱδιον τό ενδεχόμενον μη εἶναι, καθάπερ iv άλλοις λόγοις 25 συνέβη πραγματευθήναι. el δ’ ἔστι τό λεγόμενον νυν αληθές καθόλου, δτι ούδεμία εστίν άΐδιος ουσία εάν μη fj ενέργεια? τα δε στοιχεία υλη της ού-σίας, ούδεμιας αν εϊη άίδίου ουσίας στοιχεία εξ ὥν έστιν ενυπαρχόντων.	Εἱοἶ δέ τινες οι δυάδα
μεν αόριστον ποιοΰσι τό μετά τοΰ ενός στοιχείον, μ τό δ’ άνισον δυσχεραίνουσιν εύλόγως διά τὰ αυμ-βαίνοντα αδύνατα· οΐς τοσαϋτα μόνον άφηρηται των δυσχερών, όσα διά τό ποιείν τό άνισον καί το ττ ρος τι στοιχείον αναγκαία συμβαίνει τοΐς λέγουσιν όσα δέ χωρίς ταύτης της δόξης, ταΰτα κάκείνοις νπάρχειν άναγκαΐον, εάν τε τόν ειδητικόν αριθμόν εξ αυτών as ττοιὥσιν, εάν τε τόν μαθηματικόν. Πολλὰ μεν lose ο οΰν τα αίτια τής έπί ταύτας τάς αιτίας έκτροπης,
1 iyίνιτο E i tylyvero Bekker.
2 ivepyelq. recc. Γ. * *
ο IX. viii. 15-17, De Gaelo I. xii.
* Of ch. i. 14-17.
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existed or it ciune into being, mus>t come into being (if at all) out of that of which it consists ; and that everything comes to be that which it comes to he out of that, which is it potentially (for it could not have come to be out of that which was not potentially such, nor could it have consisted of it); and that the potential can either be actualized οι· not; then however everlasting number or anything else which has matter may be, it would be possible for it not to exist, just as that which is any number of years old is as capable of not existing as that which is one Jay old.
And if this is so, that which has existed for so long a time that there is no limit to it may also not exist. Therefore things which contain matter cannot be 3 eternal, that is, if that which is capable of not existing is not eternal, as we have had occasion to say elsewhere a Now if what we have just been saying— that no substance is eternal unless it is actuality— is true universally, and the elements are the matter of substance, an eternal substnnee can have no elements of which, as inherent in it, it consists.
There are some who, while making the element 4 which acts conjointly with unity the indeterminate However dyad, object to “ the unequal,” quite reasonably, on the score of the difficulties which it involves. But tunceived, they are rid only of those difficulties 6 which neces- "['ft0· sarily attend the theory of those who make the applies unequal, i.e. the relative, an element; all the difficulties which are independent of this view must apply to their theories also, whether it is Ideal or mathematical number that they construct out of these elements.
There are many causes for their resorting to these 5 explanations, the chief being that they visualized 267
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1089 ° μάλιστα δέ τὰ άπορήσαι άρχαϊκώς. εὰοήε yap αότοΐ? ττάντ’ ἔσεσθαι ἔν τὰ όντα, αυτό τὰ ον, ει μη ns λύσει και όμόσε βαδιεΐται τω Παρμενιδου λογω
ού γὰρ μήποτε τοΰτο δαμή,1 είναι μ.7/ εοντα,
λ ὰλλὰ ανάγκη €ἶναι τὰ μή ον δὲιξω οτι «σπν ουτω γάρ, εκ του όντο? και άλλου τινδο, τὰ οντα εσεσθαι, ει -πολλά ἔστιν. Καίτοι πρώτον μεν, ει το ον πολλαχώς (τό μιν γάρ [όη]' ουσίαν σημαίνει, το δ’ ἔτι ποιον, τὰ δ’ οτι ποσόν, και τάς άλλας Sij ίο κατηγορίας), ποιον οΰν τα οντα πάντα εν, ει μη το μη ον ἔσται; πότερον αἱ ουσία ι, ή τὰ πόθι? (καί τὰ <χλλα δή ομοίως), η πάνται’ καί ἔσται Ιν τό τόδὲ /cat τό τοιόνδε και τό τοσόνδε και τάλλα οαα ον* τι σημαίνει; άλλ’ ατοπον, μάλλον δε αδύνατον, τὰ μίαν φύσιν τινα γενομενην αιτίαν είναι του του οντος τό μεν τάδε είναι, τό δέ τοιόνδε, τό δε y, τοσόνδε, τό δε πού. "Επειτα εκ ποιου μή οντος καί 8ντος τὰ οντα; πολλαχώς γάρ καί τό μη ον, επειδή καί τό ον καί τό μεν μή άνθρωπον6 σημαίνει τό μή είναι τοδί, τό δέ μή ευθύ τό μή εἶναι τοιονδί, τό δὲ μή τρίπηχυ τό μή είναι τοσονδί, εκ ποιου ουν οντος και μή οντος πολλά τα οντα; ■α» βούλεται μόν δή τὰ φεΰδος καί ταύτην τήν φύσιν
1 τοθτο ΐαμβ EJ Simplicius: τοΰτ’ ούίαμή Αΐ>Γ Syrianus, Plato: toGto Sam recc.
a Maier.
9 ft πάντα JT: Απαντα EAb: πάντα Alexander, Syrianus.
* Hv Bonitz: 4v.	8 Άνθρωπον eivai Jaeger.
• Fr. 7 (Diels).
b Of Plato, Sophist 237 a, 941 υ, 256 κ.
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the problem in an archaic form. They supposed that The ι all existing things would be on<\ absolute Being, "l'',",1,; unless they encountered and refuted Parmenides’ dictum:	,n
’Twill ne’er be proved that tilings which are not, are,“ p™··
i.e., that they must show that Unit which is nol, is ; ;in for only so—of that which is, and of something else— could existing things be composed, if they are more than one.11
However, (ϊ) in the first place, if “ being ” has 0 several meanings (for sometimes it means substance, ]„ sometimes quality, sometimes quantity, and so on*’1 with the other categories), what sort of unity will ill all the things that arc constitute, if not-being is. not. to be ? Will it be the substances that are one, or tli<“ w affections (and similarly with the other categories), or all the categories together ? in which case the «\ “ this ” and the “ such ” and the “ so great,” and all111 the other categories wliich denote some sense of Being, will be one. But it is absurd, or rather ini- 7 possible, that the introduction of one thing should account for the fact that “ what is ” sometimes means “ so-and-so,” sometimes “ such-and-such,” sometimes “ of such-and-such a size,” sometimes “ in such-and-such a place.”
(ii) Of what sort of not-being and Being do real 8 things consist ? Not-being, too, has several senses, inasmuch as Being has; and “ not-man ” means “ not so-and-so,” whereas “ not straight ” means “ not such-and-such,” and “ not five feet long ”
I means “ not of such-and-such a size.” What sort of
rOld
I Being and not-being, then, make existing things α plurality ? This thinker means by the not-being 0
OOO
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1089	8 λέγειν τό ου κ ον, έξ ου καί τοΰ δοτοί πολλά τὰ 6ντα· διὰ καί έλέγετο ότι δεΐ φεΰδος τι ΰποθέσθαι, ώσπερ και οι γεωμέτραι το ποδιαίαν εΐναι τήν μη ποδιαίαν αδύνατον δε ταΰθ’ ούτως έχειν οϋτε^ γὰρ 25 οἱ γεωμετρία φεΰδος ούθεν υποτίθενται (ου γάρ εν τω συλλογισμό) ή πρότασις), ούτε εκ του ουτω^μη οντος τὰ όντα γιγνεται ουδέ φθείρεται, άλλ επειδή τὰ μεν κατά τὰ? πτώσεις μη ον ισαχώς ταΐς κατηγορίαις λέγεται, παρά τούτο δὲ τὰ ώς φεΰδος λέγεται τὰ μη ον και τό κατὰ δύναμιν, έκ τούτου η γένεσίς εστιν, εκ τοΰ μη ανθρώπου eo δυνάμει δέ ανθρώπου άνθρωπος, και εκ τοΰ μη λευκόν δυνάμει δε λευκόν λευκόν, ομοίως εάν τε εν τι γίγνηται εάν τε πολλά. Φαίνεται δέ ή ζήτησις πώς πολλά τό ον τό κατά τάς ουσίας λεγόμενον· αριθμοί γάρ καί μήκη καί σώματα τὰ γεννώμενά εστιν. άτοπον δη τό όπως μεν πολλά τό ον τό τί an εστι ζητήσαι, πώς δέ ή ποιά ή ποσά, μή. ου γάρ δη ή δυάς ή αόριστος αιτία ουδέ τό μέγα καί τό 1089 b μικρόν τοΰ δύο λευκά ή πολλά εΐναι χρώματα ή χυμούς ή σχήματα· αριθμοί γάρ αν καί ταΰτα ήσαν καί μονάδες, άλλά μήν εἴ γε ταΰτ επήλθαν, εἶδον αν τό αἴτιον και τὰ εν εκείνο is· τὰ γάρ αύτό καί τό άνάλογον αἴτιον. Αύτη γάρ ή παρέκβασις a αίτια καί τοΰ τό αντικείμενου ζητοϋντας τω οντι καί τω ενί, εξ oS καί τούτων τό όντα, τό πρός τι * *
•	Sophist. 237 α, 2-10; but Aristotle’s statement assumes too much.
*	Presumably by some Platonist.
•	i.e., the validity of a geometrical proof does not depend upon the accuracy of the figure.
*	Matter, according to Aristotle ι and there is matter, or something analogous to it, in every category. Of XII, v. 070
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which together with Being makes existing tilings a B\ not-plurality, falsity and everything of this nature"; 'iMilVll'uic.int and for this reason also it was said 6 that we must Wmi». assume something which is false, just as geometricians assume that a line is a foot long when it is not, But 10 this cannot be so ; for (a) the geometricians do not assume anything that is false (since the proposal ion is not part of the logical inferencee), and (δ) existing· things are not generated from or resolved into not-being in this sense. But not only has " Jiot-being ” in its various cases as many meaning!) ns there are categories, but moreover the false and the potential are called " not-being ” ; and it is from the latter that generation takes place—man comes to be from that which is not man but is potentially man, and white from that which is not while but is potentially white; no matter whether one thing is generated or many.
Clearly the point at issue is how “ being ” m the 11 sense of the substances is many ; for the tilings that The are generated are numbers and lines and bodies. „	" JJJj.
It is absurd to inquire how Being· as substance is many, and not how qualities or quantities are many.
Surely the indeterminate dyad or the Great and 12 Small is no reason why there should be two whites lined their or many colours or flavours or shapes ; for then these "Mnl “n too would be numbers and units. But if the Platon-ists had pursued this inquiry, they would have per- “l s ceived the cause of plurality in substances as well; for the cause * is the same, or analogous.
This deviation of theirs was the reason why in 13 seeking the opposite of Being and unity, from which in combination with Being and unity existing things are derived, they posited the relative (i.e. the un-271
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1039 καί τὰ άνισον ύποθεΐναι, o' ούτ εναντίον ούτ άπόφασις εκείνων, μία τε φύσις των ον των ώσπερ καί το τί καί το ποιόν, καί ζητεΐν εδει καί τούτο, πως πολλά τὰ π ρος τι άλλ' ούχ εν. νυν δε πως μεν ίο πολλαί μονάδες παρά το πρώτον εν ζητείται, πώς δέ πολλά άνισα παρά το άνισον ούκετι. καίτοι χρώνται καί λέγουσι μέγα μικρόν, πολύ ολίγον, εζ ὥν οἱ αριθμοί, μακράν βραχύ, εζ ὥν τὰ μήκος, πλατύ στενόν, εζ ὥν το επίπεδον, βαθύ ταπεινόν, εζ ὥν οἱ όγκοι· καί ἔτι δη πλείω είδη λέγουσι τού ν. πρός τι. τούτοις δη τί αίτιον τού πολλά είναι ;
Ανάγκη μεν ου ν, ώσπερ λεγομεν, ύποθεΐναι το δυνάμει ον εκάστω. τούτο δέ προσαπεφηνατο ό ταΰτα λε'γων, τί το δυνάμει τάδε καί ουσία,1 μη ον δέ καθ’ αυτό, ότι τό πρός τι, ώσπερ ει είπε το ποιόν, S ούτε δυνάμει εστί τό εν η τὰ ον, ούτε so άπόφασις του ενός ουδέ τού οντος, ὰλλ’ εν τι των ον των πολύ τε μάλλον, ώσπερ ελεχθη, ει εζητει2 πώς πολλά τα όντα, μη τα εν τη αυτί} κατήγορό} ζητεΐν, πώς πολλαί ούσίαι ή πολλά ποιά, ὰλλὰ πώς πολλά τὰ όντα· τὰ μέν γάρ ούσίαι, τὰ δέ πάθη, τὰ δέ πρός τι. επί μεν οΰν των άλλων κατηγοριών % εχει τινὰ καί άλλην επίστασιν πώς πολλά· διά γάρ 1 οiatf. Ea Bekker.	2 ίί'ητΰτο E Syrianus”.
■ Cf oh. i. 6, 18, I. ix. 93.
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equal), which is m'itlu'r ilie conti-nry nor the negation of Being and unity, but is η single characteristic of existing tilings, jnat like bubstance ον quality. They should nave investigated this quest inn also : how it is that relations are many, and not one. As Ι·Ι it is, they inquire how it is that theie are many units besides the primary unity, but not how there si re many unequal things besides the Unequal. Yet they employ in their arguments and speak of Great and Small, Many and Few (of which numbers are composed), Long and Short (of which the line is composed), Broad and Narrow (of which the plane is composed), Deep and Shallow (of which solid·* arc* composed); and they mention still further kinds of relation,® Now what is the cause of plurality in these relations ?
We must, then, ns I say, presuppose in the case li of each thing that which is it potentially. The jfj author b of this theory further explained what it is u, that is potentially a particular thing or substance, but is not per se existent—that il is the relative tii (he might as well have said “ quality ”) ; which is ™ neither potentially unity or Being, nor «ι negation of unity or Being, but just a particular kind of Being. And it was still more necessary, as we have siud,0 that, if he was inquiring how it is that things are many, he should not confine his inquiry to things in the same category, and ask how it is that substances or qualities are many, but that he should ask how it is that tilings in general are many ; for some things are substances, some affections, and some relations. Now in the case of the other categories there is an additional difficulty in discovering how they are many, For it may be said VOL. 11	τ	273
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τό μη χωριστά εἶναι τω το ΰποκείμενο\· πολλά γίγνεσθαι και είναι ποια τε πολλά είναι και ποσά· καίτοι Set γε τινα είναι ύλην εκάστω γε vel, πλην χωριστήν αδύνατον των ουσιών ὰλλ’ επί των τάδε τι έχει τινα λόγον, πώς πολλά το τάδε τι, ει μη τι ἔσται και τάδε τι καί φύσις τις τοιαύτη. αύτη δέ ἔστιν έκεϊθεν μάλλον η απορία, πώς πολλοί ενεργείς. ούσίαι ὰλλ’ ου μία. ’Αλλὰ μην καί ει μη ταύτόν εστι το τάδε καί το ποσόν, οι) λέγεται πώς καί διά τί πολλά τὰ όντα, αλλά πώς ποσά πολλά, ό γὰρ αριθμός πας ποσόν τι σημαίνει· καί η μονας, ει μη μέτρον, οτι1 το κατά το ποσόν αδιαίρετον. ει μεν οΰν έτερον τό ποσόν και τὰ τί ἔστιν, ου λέγεται τό τί ἔστιν εκ τινος ουδέ πώς πολλά· ει δὲ τ αυτό, 77ολλάς ύπομένει ό λίγων εναντιώσεις.
Έπιστήσειε δ’ αν τις την σκέφιν καί περί των αριθμών ποθεν δει λαβεΐν την πίστιν ως είσίν. τω μεν γάρ ιδέας τιθεμένιμ παρέχονται τιν αιτίαν τοι? οΰσιν, εϊπερ έκαστος των αριθμών ιδέα τις, η 3’ ιδέα τοι? αλλοις αίτια του είναι ον δη ποτε τρόπον■ έστω γάρ υποκείμενον αύτοΐς τούτο- τψ δέ τούτον μεν τον τρόπον ονκ οίομένω διά το τα? ένούσας δυσχερείας όραν περί τάς ιδέας (ώστε διά γε ταΰτα μη ποιεΐν αριθμούς), ποιοΰντι δέ αριθμόν Τόν μαθηματικόν, πόθεν τε χρή πιστεϋσαι ως εστι 1 8η) καί ex comm. Ross.
0 This, according to Aristotle, is how the Platom&ts regurd the Ideas. Spb Vol. I, Introd. p. xxii. b Plato and his urthodox followers.
° Spuuslppus.
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that shire they /ire noi fcopaiviblf, R is lxr.msc flit' substnUe bvromus or is manv HitiL	and
quantities are many: yrt lluro must 1κ· some niiitLiT for t-iich cIji^s of culitH-s only it rnnnol lie separable from substances. In the case of particular IS subslanecs, however, jt is explicable linw the i>nrHcu-lar tiling can be many, if we do m'l roganl n lliing both as a particular substance nivl :is a certain characteristic.11 Thi* rral Φ Dimity which arises from these <-onsi(liTiilu>ns is how suh^tanevs nve ,icl.uallv many and not one.
Again, even if a particular thini* ;md jiqimnlUy <kre not the same, it is not cxplfiinpcl how mui why existing- things are many, but only how quantities are many ; for all number denotes quantity, and 1W 10 unil·, if it does not, mean α nx'nsinr. momis llml which is ijuantilativAy iiulhisihli*. 11'. then, quantity and substance are different, it is not explained whence or how substance is many ; but if llicy aie the same, he who holds tills has to fact; many logical contradictions.
One might fasten also upon the question with	1,1
respect to numbers,· whence we should derive tlie ofnujnS!·!. belief that they exist, j 'For one 6 who posits Ideas, 20 numbers supply a kind’ of cause for existing things ; wi.y ,i,onm that is if each of the numbers is a kind of Idea, and the Idea is, in some way ον other, the cause of wjnwte existence for other tilings; for let us grant them this ',!“st""ce' assumption. But as fov himc who tines not hold 21 this belief, because he can see the difficulties inherent in the Ideal theory (and so has not this reason for positing numbers), and yet posits mathematical number, what grounds have we for believing his statement that there is a number of this kind, and i!75
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τοιοΰτος αριθμός, καί τί τοι? άλλοι? χρήσιμος; ονθενός γάρ ούτε φησιν ό λόγων αύτόν είναι, ὰλλ’ ως αύτήν τινα λεγει καθ’ αύτήν φύσιν οΰσαν, ούτε φαίνεται ών αίτιος· τὰ γάρ θεωρήματα των αριθμητικών πάντα και κατά των αισθητών υπάρξει, καθάπερ ελεχθη.
III.	Οΐ μεν ου ν τιθέμενοι τάς ίδε'ας είναι καί αριθμούς αύτάς εἶναι, (τω)1 κατά την εκθεσιν έκαστον2 παρά τά πολλά λαμβάνειν [τό]3 εν τι έκαστον πειρώνταί γε λέγειν πως1 διὰ τί ἔστιν ου μήν άλλ’ επει ούτε αναγκαία ούτε δυνατά ταΰτα, ουδέ τον αριθμόν διά γε ταΰτα είναι λέκτρον οι δε Πυθαγόρειοι διά το όράν πολλά τών αριθμών πάθη υπάρχοντα τοΐς αίσθητοΐς σώμασιν, είναι μεν αριθμούς εποίησαν τά όντα, ου χωριστούς 8ε', άλλ’ εξ αριθμών τά όντα, διά τί δέ; ότι τά πάθη τά τών αριθμών εν αρμονία υπάρχει καί εν τω ούρανώ καί εν πολλοΐς άλλοις. Τοΐς δέ τον μαθηματικόν μόνον λέγουσιν είναι αριθμόν ούθεν τοιοϋτον ενδεχεται λέγειν κατά τάς υποθέσεις, άλλ’ ότι ούκ ἔσονται αυτών αι έπιστήμαι ελεγετο. ημείς δε φαμεν εἶναι, καθάπερ εΐπομεν πρότερον, καί δήλον ότι ού κεχώρισται τά μαθηματικά· ού γάρ αν κεχωρισμενων τὰ πάθη ύπηρχεν έν τοΐς σώμασιν. οι μεν οΰν Πυθαγόρειοι κατά μεν
1 τψ ex Bessarion Ross, Joachim.
* (κάστον Joachim.	* * Maicr.
* τω? Alexander, Ballinger: iriDs E/VbJ: iruis ial recc.
« XIII. lU. 1.
*	I have followed Ross’s text and interpretation of this ntence. For the meaning cf ii. 20.
*	See Vol. I. Introd. p. xvil. * Cf vi. 5.	* Cf U. 21.
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wlml good is this number to other tiling's ? He who maintains its existence does not claim that it is the cause of Anything, but regards it as an independent entity ; nor can we observe it to be the cause· of anything ; for the theorems of tho nritlinieticians will all apply equally well tu hrnsiblc tilings, ns> we have said.®
III. Those, then, wlm jiosit the Mens and identity them with nunjbeis, by their assumption (in accordance Avith their method of abstracting each general term fuuu its several concrete1 * examples) that every general term is n unity, make some attempt to explain why number exists.b Since, however, their arguments are neither necessarily true nor indeed possible, there is no justification on this ground for maintaining the existence of number. The Pyth- 2 agoreans, on the other hand, observing that many attributes of numbers apply to sensible bodies, assumed that real things are numbers ; not that numbers exist separately, but that real things are composed of numbers.0 But why ? Because " the'" attributes of numbers are to be found in a musical scale, in the heavens, and in many other connexions.*1
As for those who hold that mathematical number :i alone exists/ they cannot allege anything of this kind 7 consistently with their hypotheses ; what they did say -was that the sciences could not have sensible things as their objects. But we maintain that they can; as we have said before.1' And clearly the objects of mathematics do not exist in separation ; for if they did their attributes would not be present in corporeal tilings. Thus In this respect the Pyth- 4
1 i.e., that things art- composed of numbers.
• Cf note on il. !il ad Jin.
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τό τοιοΰτον ούθενί ένοχοί είσιν, κατά μέντοι το ποιεΐν εξ αριθμών τὰ φυσικά σώματα, έκ μη εχόντων βάρος μηδέ κουφότητα ἔχοντα κουφότητα καί βάρος, έοίκασι περί άλλου ούρανοΰ λέγειν καί «·, σωμάτων ὰλλ’ ού τών αισθητών οι δέ χωριστόν ποιοΰντες, ότι επί τών αισθητών ούκ ἔσται τα αξιώματα, αληθή δέ τὰ λεγάμενα και σαίνει την ιο9ο b φυχην, είναι τε ΰπολαμβάνουσι καί χωριστά εἶναι-ομοίως δέ και τὰ μεγέθη τὰ μαθηματικά.
Αήλον οδν οτι και 6 έναντι σύμενος λόγος τάναντια έρεΐ, και δ άρτι ήπορήθη λυτέον tois ο υ ται λέγουσι, διά τί ούδαμώς εν τοΐς αίσθητοΐς υπαρχόντων τα ι, πάθη υπάρχει αυτών εν τοΐς αίσθητοΐς. Είοἶ δέ τινες οι εκ του πέρατα εἶναι και έσχατα την στιγμήν μεν γραμμής, τ αυτήν 8’ επιπέδου, τούτο δὲ του στερεού, οϊονται είναι ανάγκην τοιαύτας φύσεις εΐναι. δει δη καί τούτον όράν τον λόγον, μή λίαν ή μαλακός. ούτε γάρ ούσίαι είσί τὰ ίο έσχατα αλλά μάλλον πάντα ταύτα ιτέρατα (έπεί καί τής βαδίσεως καί δλως κινήσεώς έστί τι πέρας· τουτ* οδν ἔσται τάδε καί ούσία τις· ὰλλ’ άτοπον) ■ ου μήν ὰλλὰ ει καί είσί, τώνδε τών αισθητών ἔσονται πάντα· επί τούτων γάρ 6 λόγος εΐρηκεν διά τί οδν χωριστά ἔσται; Ἔτι δέ έπιζητησειεν αν τις μή λίαν ευχερής ων περί
* See Vol. Ι. Introd. ρ. xvli.
" The statements of mathematics appeal so strongly to our intelligence that they must be true; therefore if they are not true of sensible things, there must be some class of objects of which they are true.
“ The Pythagorean theory, which maintains that numbers not only are present m sensible things but actually compose thorn, is in itself an argument against the Speusippean view, 878
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«goronns five immune from rriHc'isin ; but, m so far as they construct tiaturnl bodies, whicl) have li^litnoss1 and weighl, out of numbers which have no weight or lightness, (hvy appear in lie treating of anotiu-r universe and other bodies, not of sensible ones/1 But those who treat number as separable assume that it exists and is separable because t.lic axioms will not apply to sensible objects ; whereas the statements of mathematics arc true ami appeal to the soul.6 The same applies lo jiiallit nmtical extended magnitudes.
It is clear, then, both that the pontrnry theory c can make out a ense for the contrary ν low, and that those who hold this theory must find a solution tor the difficulty which was recently raised Λ—why it is that while numbers are in πο way present m sensible tilings, their at tributes are present in sensible (flings.
Til ere arc* some ' who think that, because the point *v^ is the limit and extreme of the line, and the lmc of ,,ι,,,, the plane, anil the plane of the solid, there must be cun" entities of this kind. We must, then, examine this 7 argument also, and see whether it is not exceptionally ΐπΗ. weak. For (i.) extremes are not substances ; rather s"b' all such things are merely limits. Even walking. and motion in genera], has some limit; so on the view which we are criticizing this will be an individual thing, and α kind of substance, But tills is absurd. And moreover (ii.) even if they are substances, they will all-be substances of particular sensible things, eince it was to these that the argument applied. Why, then, should they be separable ?
Again, we may, if we are not unduly acquiescent, 8
which ill iepai.-iLing numbers from sensible tilings bus. to few the question why sensible things inhibit numerical attributes.	Λ § H.
• Probably PythagoieAw. Of VII. 11. 2, III. v, 3.
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1090	b	. „	.	,	„ n	Λ \
is μεν του αριθμού παντός και των μαθηματικών το μηθέν συμβάλλω θ αι άλλήλοις τὰ προτερα τοΐς ύστερον' μη οντος γ ο. ρ τοΰ αριθμού ούθέν ήττον τὰ μεγέθη ἔσται τοΐς τα μαθηματικοί μόνον εἶναι φο.μένοις, και τούτων μη όντων η φυχη και τα σώματα τα αισθητά■ ούκ έοικε δ’ ή φύσις επεισ-ϋο οδιώδης ουσα in των φαινομένων, ώσπερ μοχθηρά τραγψΒία. τοΐς δέ τὰ? ιδέας τιθεμένοις τούτο μεν έκφεύγει· ποιονσι γὰρ τὰ μεγέθη εκ τής ύλης και αριθμού, εκ μέν τής Βυάδος τὰ μήκη, εκ τριάΒος δ’ ἴσω? τὰ επίπεδα, εκ δέ τής τετράδος τὰ στερεά η καί εξ άλλων αριθμών Βιαφέρει γάξ οὰθέν. ὰλλὰ J5 ταΰτά γε πότερον ιΒέαι ἔσονται, ή τις ο τρόπος αυτών, και τί συμβάλλονται τοι? ουσιν; ούθέν γάρ, ώσπερ ούΒέ τα μαθηματικά, ουδέ ταΰτα συμβάλλεται. άλλα μήν ούδ' υπάρχει γε κατ αυτών ούθέν θεώρημα, έαν μή τις βούληται κινεΐν τὰ μαθηματικά και ποιεΐν ιδίας τινας δόξας, ἔστι δ’ «ο ου χαλεπόν όποιασοΰν υποθέσεις λαμβάνοντας μακροποιεΐν καί συνείρειν.	Οΰτοι μεν ο5ν ταύτη
προσγλιχόμενοι ταΐς ίδέαις τα μαθηματικά δια-μο,ρτάνουσιν οι δέ πρώτοι δόο τους αριθμούς ποίή-σαντες, τον τε των ειδών καί τον μαθηματικόν άλλον, ούδαμώς οΰτ είρήκασιν οΰτ' εχοιεν αν as είπεϊν πώς και έκ τίνος ἔσται ό μαθηματικός. ποιοΰσι γάρ αυτόν μεταξύ τοΰ ειδητικού καί τοΰ αίσθητοΰ. ει μεν γαρ εκ τοΰ μεγάλου καί μικρόν,
“ That the criticism is directed against Speusippus ts clear from VII. ii. 4. Of XII. x, 14.
b Xenocrates (that the reference is not to Plato is clear from §11).
° e.g. that of “ Indivisible lines.”
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furlher object, with regard to all number anil niathc- •’V malical objects lliat they contribute nothing to each otlicr, Lite prior to the posterior. For if number ikies j1"' not exist, none Ihi- less spatial magnitudes «"ill exist for those who maintain th.it only the objects of mathematics exist; and if the latter do not exist, the soul and sensible bodies will exist.® But it does I) not appear, to judge from the observed facts, tlmfc the natural system lacks cohesion, like n poorly constructed drama. Those b who posit tin· Ideas escape an, this difficulty, because they construct spalia) mugni-tudes out of matter and a number—2 in llie case of c>i hues, and 3, presumably, in that of planes, and t. in that of solids ; or out of other numbers», for it makes 11111 no difference. But are we to regard these ran#ni- 10 tudes as Ideas, or what is their mode of existence ? and what contribution do they make to reality ? They contribute nothing; just ns the objects of mathematics contribute nothing. Moreover, no mathematical theorem applies to them, unless one chooses to interfere with the principles of mathematics and invent peculiar theories® of one’s, own. But it is not difficult to take any chance hypotheses and enlarge upon them and draw out a long string of conclusions.
ΓThese thinkers, then, are quite wrong in thus 11 striving to connect the objects of mathematics with m. the Ideas. But those who first recognized two kinds J}"1 of number, the Ideal and the mathematical as well, soi neither have explained nor can explain in any way how mathematical number will exist and of what itc-l> will be composed; for they make it intermediate between Ideal and sensible number. For if it is 12 composed of the Great and Small, it will be the same
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ό αντος έκείνω ἔσται τω των ίδιών (εξ άλλου δέ 1091 α τινος1 μίκροΰ καί μεγάλου; τα γάρ μεγέθη ποιεί)· ει δ’ 'έτερόν τι ερεΐ, πλείω τα στοιχεία έρεϊ· καί ει έν τι εκατέρου ή αρχή, κοινόν τι επί τούτων ἔσται το εν, ζητητέον τε πώς καί ταΰτα πολλά τό ι έν, καί άμα τον αριθμόν γενέσθαι άλλως ή εξ ενός καί δυάδος αορίστου αδύνατον κατ’ εκείνον.
Πάντα δη ταΰτα αλόγα, καί μάχεται καί αυτά εαυτοΐς καί τοΐς ενλόγοις, καί εοικεν εν αύτοΐς είναι ό Σιμωνίδον μάκρος λόγος· γίγνεται γάρ ό μάκρος λόγος ώσπερ 6 των δουλών όταν μηθέν ι» ύγιές λέγωσιν. φαίνεται δέ καί αύτά τὰ στοιχεία τό μέγα και τό μικρόν βοαν ώς έλκόμενα· ον δνναται γάρ ουδαμώς γεννησαι τον αριθμόν ὰλλ’ η τον άφ' ενός διπλασιαζόμενον.	Ατοπον δέ καί
γένεσιν ποιεΐν άϊδίων οντων, μάλλον δ’ εν τι των αδυνάτων. οι μεν οΰν Πυθαγόρειοι πότερον ού ποιοΰσιν η ποιοϋσι γένεσιν ούδέν δεΐ διστάζειν Ιδ φανερώς γάρ λέγουσιν ως του ενός συσταθεντος, εἴτ’ εξ επιπέδων εἴτ’ έκ χροιάς ειτ εκ σπέρματος εϊτ έξ ὥν άποροϋσιν είπεΐν, εύθνς τό έγγιστα τοΰ απείρου ότι εϊλκετο καί επεραίνετο υπό του 1 rtvos ci. Rosa: τινα!. •
• This interpretation (Ross’s second alternative, reading rtva! for tipos) seems to be the most satisfactory. For the objection of III. iv, 84.
" The argument may be summarized thus. If mathematical number cannot be derived from the Great-and-Small or a species of the Great-and-Small, either it has α different material principle (which is not economical) or iU formal principle is in some tense distinct from that of the Ideal numbers. But this Implies that unity is a kind of plurality,
METAPHYSICS, XIV. in. 12-jr,
as fhc fui niet·, i.e. Ideal, mini her. But of what other Great, and ,Small cun it lx.· composer] ? for l’l.ito makes spatial magnitudes out of a Greut and Sm:tll.rt And if he speaks of some other component, lie will l>e maintaining too ninny Hcmenls ; while if some one tiling is the first piinciplr of each kind of number, unity will be something common to tliesi* several kinds. Wo must inquire liow it. is that unity is these 13 many things, when ni the same time number, according to him, cannot be deiived otlicnvi.se Ilian from unity and an indeterminate dyad,6
All these views are irrational; they conflict: both with one another and will) sound logic, uwl it seems that in them we have a case of Simonides’ “ long story 0 ” ; for men Imvo recourse to the “ long story,” such as slaves toll, when they have nothing witv:-factory to say. The very elements too, the Great 14 and Small, seem to protest at being dragged in ; for they cannot possibly generate numbers except rising powers of 2.<*
It is absurd also, or rather it is one of the impossi- if bilities of this theory, to introduce generation of*1" tilings which are eternal. There is no reason to 15 doubt whether the Pythagoreans do or do not intro- jj1 duce it; for they clearly state that when the One „h, had been constituted—whether out of planes or*01 superficies or seed or out of something that they cannot explain—immediately the nearest part of the Infinite began to be drawn in and limited by the
and number or plurality can only be referred to the dyarl or material principle.
• The exact reference is unu-riain, but ArMolle probably means Sinionidch of Ceos. Cf fr. IMi (Bergk).
Λ Assuming that the Cjrcal-and-SninU, or indeterminate dyad, is duplicative (XIII. vii, IS).
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βούλονται λέγειν, δίκαιον αυτούς εζετάζειν τι περί 20 φύσε ως, ε’κ δὲ τής νυν άφεΐναι μεθόδου· τὰ? γάρ εν τοι? άκινήτοις ζητοΰμεν άρχάς, ώστε και τοίν αριθμών των τοιούτων επισκεπτέον τήν γένεσιν.
IV.	Ύοΰ μεν οΰν -περιττόν γένεσιν ον φασιν, ως δήλαν οτι τοΰ άρτιου οϋσης γενέσεως· τον δ’ 25 άρτιον πρώτον έξ άνίσων τινες κατασκευάζουσι τον μεγάλου και μικρού ίσασθέντων. ανάγκη ουν πρότερον υπάρχειν την ανισότητα αντυΐς τοΰ ίσα-σθήναι· ει S’ αει ήσαν ισασμένα, ούκ αν ήσαν άνισα πρότερον· τοΰ γάρ αει ούκ ἔστι πρότερον ούθεν ώστε φανερόν οτι ου τοΰ θεώρησα ι ένεκεν ποιοΰσι so τήν γένεσιν τών αριθμών. ’Έχει δ’ απορίαν καί εύπορήσαντι επιτίμησιν, πώς έχει προς τό αγαθόν και τό καλόν τὰ στοιχεία καί αἱ άρχαι, απορίαν μεν ταύτην, πότερόν εατί τι εκείνων οἶον βου-λόμεθα λέγειν αύτό τό αγαθόν καί τό άριστον, η ου, ὰλλ’ υστερογενή, παρά μεν γάρ τών θεολόγων 3Λ έοικεν όμολογεΐσθαι τών νΰν τισίν, οι ου φασιν, αλλά προελθονσης τής τών οντων φύσεως καί τό αγαθόν καί τό καλόν έμφαίνεσθαι· τοΰτο δε ποιοΰ-σιν ευλαβούμενοι αληθινήν δυσχέρειαν ή συμβαίνει ιοβι b τοΐς λέγουσιν, ώσπερ ἔνιοι, τό έν αρχήν ἔστι δ’
* Of Physic» III. iv., IV. vi. ad fin., and Burnet, E.G.P. §53.
6 The Platonists.
0 This statement was probably symbolical. “ They described the ocld numbers as ungenerated because they likened them to the One, the principle of pure form " (Rosa
‘ Aristotle speaks as a Platonist. See Vol. I. Introd. p.xxxii. 1 The Pythagoreans and Speusippus ; cf XII, vli. 10.
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Limit.0 Howe\er. since they nr ο here explaining lti the construction of the universe and meaning to speak in terms of physics, although w c may somewhat criticize their physical theories, it is only fair to exempt them from the present inquiry ; for it is tlie first principles in unchangeable tilings ili.'it wc mT investigating·, and therefore we !mve to consider the generation of this kind of numbers.
IV. They b sny that there 19 no generation of odd numbers,' which clearly implies flint there is goiu ration of even ones ; and some hold that the even i* constructed first aut of unequals—the tin.·ftt .and Small—when they are equalized.■' Therefore the inequality must apply to them before they ure equalized. If they hail always henn equalized tliey would not have been unequal before; for llirre is nothing prior to that wliich has always been. Hence 2 evidently it is not for the sake of a logical t heory that they introduce the generation of numbers.
[A difficulty, and α discredit to those who make Kiiminn ..r light of the difficulty, arises out of the «[iiestion how the elements and first principles are related to the "“i™"1· Good and the Beautiful. The difficulty is this: whether any of the elements is such as we mean when we4 speak of the Good or the Supreme Good, or whether on the contrary these are later in generation than the elements. It would seem that there is an 3 agreement between the mythologists and some soon· hold present-day thinkers/ who deny that there is such an element, and say that it was only after some :ψι>™ι.·<ι in evolution in the natural order of tilings that both the Good and the Beautiful appeared. They do this to avoid a real difficulty which confronts those who hold, os sonic do, that unity is a first principle. This 1
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ή δυσχέρεια οιί διὰ τό τfj άρχή τὰ ευ άπυδιδόναι ώϊ ύπαρχον, ὰλλὰ διὰ τὰ τὰ έν αρχήν καί άρχη11 ώς στοιχείον και τόν αριθμόν εκ του ένδο. οἱ δε ποιηται οἱ αρχαίοι ταυ τη ομοίως-, ή βασιλευειν ύ και άρχειν φασιν ού τούς πρώτους οἶον νύκτα και ουρανόν ή χάος ή ωκεανόν, ὰλλὰ τόν Δια. οΰ μην ὰλλὰ τούτοι ς μεν διὰ τὰ μεταβάλλειν τους άρχοντας των δντων συμβαίνει τοιαΰτα λέγειν, επει οι γε μεμιγμενοι αυτών [καί]1 τω μή μυθικώς ίο πάντα2 λέγ^ιν, οἶον Φερεκύδης και ετεροί rives, το γέννησαν πρώτον άριστον τιθέασι, και οι Μάγοι, και τών ύστερων δέ σοφών, οἶον ’Εμπεδοκλής τε και Αναξαγόρας, ό μεν την φιλίαν στοιχείον, ό δὲ τον νοΰν αρχήν ποιήσας. τών δέ τάς ακινήτους ουσίας εἶναι λεγόντων οι μεν φασιν αυτό το έν το ι."> αγαθόν αύτό είναι· ουσίαν μέντοι τό έν αυτόν ψοντο εΐναι μάλιστα. Ἦ μεν ούν απορία αυτή, ποτέρως Set λέγειν, θαυμαστόν δ’ ει τω πρώτψ και άϊΒιψ καί αύταρκεστάτω τοΰτ αύτό πρώτον ούχ ώί άγαθόν ύπάρχει τό αυτάρκες καί ή σωτηρία. ὰλλὰ μήν ού δι’ άλλο τι άφθαρτον ή διότι ευ έχει, 20 ουδ’ αυτάρκες, ώστε τό μεν φάναι την αρχήν τοιαύτην εΐναι εύλογον αληθές εΐναι· τὰ μέντοι ταύτην εΐναι τό έν, ή ει μή τούτο, στοιχείον γε* καί στοιχείον αριθμών, αδύνατον συμβαίνει γαρ
1 Bonitz.	a ίχταντα rcce.
8 ye J Syrianus: re.
“ Of Syros (circa 600-S25 u.c.). He made Zeus one of the three primary beings (Diels, Vornolratiker 201, 203).
6 The Zoroastrian priestly caste.
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difficulty avisos not from nstribin» gooiJnrss to the first principle ns an attribute, hut from treating unity ns a principle, anil n principle in the sense of an clement, and tlicn deriving number from unit}'. The early poets Agree with this view in su far as they assert that it was nob t.he original forces—such as Night, Heaven, Ginns or Ocean—but Zeus who was king· and ruler. It was. however, on the ground Π of the changing of the rulers of the world that the poets wove led to state these theories; bemuse those ' n i>. 11 of them wlio compromise by not describing every-thing in mythological language—e.g. Phm.cycles n wimW". and certain others—make the primary generator the Supreme Good; and so do the Magi,*· and some of the Inter philosophers such ns Empedocles and Anaxagoras : the one milking Love an element,6 and tins other making Mind a first principle.^ And β of those who hold that unchangeable* substances exist, some “ identify absolute unity with absolute goodness; but they considered that the essence of goodness was primarily unity.
This, then, is the problem : which of these two rh>. htt« views we should hold. Now it is remarkable if that 7 which is primary and eternal ftiid supremely self- an- iMoiiaWy sufficient does not possess this very quality, viz. self- t,R Λ sufficiency and immunity, in a primary degree and as something good. Moreover, it is imperishable and self-sufficient for no other reason than because it is
food. Hence it is probably true to say that the rat principle is of this nature. But to say that this 8 principle is unity, or if not thrit, that it is an element, Butt» and an element of numbers, is impossible ; for this
• Of III. i. 13.	“
• Plato ; rf Γ. vi. 10.
Cf I. iii. Κ».
287
ARISTOTLE
πολλή δυσχέρεια, ήν ἔνιοι φεύγοντες άπεψήκασιν, οἱ τ6 εν μεν όμολογονντες αργήν €ἶναι πρώτην >5 και στοιχείον, τον αριθμού δέ τον μαθηματικού· αττασαι γάρ α ἱ μονάδες γίγνοντα ι οπερ αγαθόν τι, και ττολλή τι? ευπορία αγαθών. ἔτι εἶ τὰ eiSt; αριθμοί, τα είδη πάντα οπερ αγαθόν τι· ὰλλὰ μην οτου βούλεται τιθέτω τις είναι ιδέας· ει μεν γάρ των αγαθών μόνον, ούκ ἔσονται ούαίαι αι ίδέαι, so ει δέ και των ουσιών, πάντα τὰ ζώα και τὰ φυτά αγαθά και τὰ μετέχοντα.	Ύαΰτά τε δη συμβαίνει
άτοπα, και το εναντίον στοιχείον, είτε πλήθος ον είτε τό άνισον και μέγα και μικρόν, το κακόν αυτό· διόπερ ό μεν έφευγε τό αγαθόν προσάπτειν τω ενϊ ως άναγκαΐον ον, επειδή ει; εναντίων η 36 γένεσις, τό κακόν την του πλήθους φύσιν είναι, οι δὲ λέγουσι τό άνισον του κακοΰ φύσιν συμβαίνει δή πάντα τὰ όντα μετέχειν του κακοΰ ἔξω όνος αυτού του ενός, και μάλλον ακράτου μετεχειν τούς 1098 a αριθμούς ή τὰ μεγέθη, καί τό κακόν του αγαθοί) χώραν είναι, και μετεχειν καί όρέγεσθαι του φθαρτικοΰ· φθαρτικόν γάρ του εναντίου τό εναντίον. καί ει ώσπερ έλέγομεν οτι ή ΰλη εστί τό δυνάμει έκαστον, οἶον πυρός του ενεργείς, τό s δυνάμει πυρ, τό κακόν ἔσται αυτό τό δυνάμει αγαθόν. *
*	Speusippus and his followers ; cf § S.
1 If unity is goodness, and every unit is α kind of unity, every unit must be a kind of goodness—which is absurd.
‘ Because they are Ideas not of substances but of qualities.
*	Because the Ideas are goods.
*	Speusippus.
> Plato and Xenocrates.
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involves a serious difficulty, to avoid which sumo wi thinkers" have .ηΙ>:ιικ1οικ·<ί the tlicury (\i/., Iln«c who agree that unity is a first principle anrl dement, ·ί' but of mathematical number). For on lln\ view all units become identical with some good, anrl we get a great abundance of goods.1’ ΙΛη·ΙΙκ·ι·, if ίΐκ.· Forins !> are numbers, all l*'unns heroine i<lentu.-nl with M>mo good. Again, let us iisMimo th.it then.· are Ideas of anything thill· we olmo«.«\ If there «η· liteasonh of goods, tile Ideas will nol be bubstiincrsT; nn<l j(' there are Ideas of substances also, all nniiiink find plants, and all things thiit paitioij>jito in tin- Ideas, will be goncR'*
Not only fin these nlMirrlitles follow, but it also j<) follows tlmt the ronlrnry element. whether if is iM plurality or Hie uncijiml, i.e. the Ori-at and Small. ]■“ is nbsolute lmdness. I-Iciipp out· I liinkcv · avoided l··· associating thu Cloud with unity, on the ground that ^ 1 since geimralion proceeds from contraries, the luiture cif plurality would then necessarily be had. Others' 11 hold that inequality is the nature of the bad. It follows, then, that all things partake of the Bud e\ci-j>l· one—absolute unity ; and that numbers partake of it in a more unmitigated form than do spsitial magnitudes o; and that the Bad is ihe province for the activity of the Good, .ind partakes of and tends towards that which is destructive of the Good ; for a contrary is destructive of its contrary. And if, la as we said,7· the matter of each thing is tlmt which is it potentially—e.g., the matter of actual lire is tlmt which is potentially fire—then tlio Bad will he simply the potentially Good.
» As being more directly derived from the first principles.
Of I. ix. 23 n.	* (’h. I. IT.
VOL. n	υ	U8i)
ARISTOTLE
TciOra δή πάντα συμβαίνω, το μιν ότι αρχψ πάσαν στοιχείον ποιονσι, τό 8 οτι ταναντια αρχας, τό δ’ οτι τό εν αρχήν, τό δ’ ότι τούς αριθμούς τάς πρώτος ουσίας και χωριστά1 καί είδη,
V.	Ει οΰν καί τό μή τιθέναι τό αγαθόν εν ταις ίο άρχαΐϊ καί τό τιθέναι ούτως αδύνατον, δήλον ότι αι άρχαί ούκ όρθώς αποδίδονται ούδέ αι πρώται ούσίαι. ούκ όρθώς S’ υπολαμβάνει ούδ’ ει τις παρεικάζει τάς του όλου άρχάς rfj των ζυγών καί φυτών, ότι εξ αορίστων ατελών τε* αει τα τελειότερα, διό καί επί τών πρώτων όντως εχειν φησίν, ίο ώστε μηδέ ον τι είναι τό εν αυτό, είσϊ γάρ και ενταύθα τελειαι αι άρχαί εξ ὥν ταΰτα· άνθρωπος γάρ άνθρωπον γεννά, καί ούκ έατι τό σπέρμα πρώτον, άτοπον δὲ καί τό τόπον άμα τόΐς στε-ρεοΐς τοι?’' μαθηματικοΐς ποίησαι (ό μεν γάρ τόπος τών καθ' έκαστον ίδιος, διό χωριστά τόπω, τα δε 20 μαθηματικά ου πού), καί τό είπεΐν μεν οτι που ἔσται, τί δέ ἔστιν ό τόπος μή. Ἔδ« δέ τούς λέγοντας εκ στοιχείων είναι τα οντα καί τών οντων τά πρώτα τούς αριθμούς, δι ελομένους πώς άλλο εξ άλλου ἔστιν, ουτω λέγειν τινα τρόπον 6 αριθμός έστιν έκ τών αρχών, πότερον μίξει; ὰλλ’
1 χιιριστίς Α”.
* Ruvaisson: Si.	3 καί τεΐι E.
° Evidently Speosippus i cf ch. iv. 3.
6 Speusippus argued that since all things are originally imperfect, unity, which is the first principle, must be imperfect, and therefore distinct from the good. Aristotle objects that the imperfect does not really exist, and so Speubippus deprives his first principle of reality.
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Thus all these objections follow because (i.) I ho ν ThrCmi make every principle an element; (ii.) they make μ7<!™ι'« η»! contraries principles ; (Hi.) they make unity a pi-in-ciple ; and (iv.) they ninko numbers the prminry substances, and separable, ami Forms ,
V. If, then, it is impossible both not to includi; the Good among the first principles, and to include it in this way, ii is clear that the first principles are not being rightly represented, nor are the primary «tub-
si awes. Nor is a. certain thinker" right in Ins ............
assumption when he likens the principles of the S|’„u„Wl„., universe ίο that of animals and plants, cm the ground that the more perfect foims are always produced from those which are indeterminate and imperfect, and is led by this to assert that this is true also of the ultimate principles ; so that not evr-n unity ilself is u real thing.1' He j.s wrong; for ι·νοη in tin· 2 natural world the principles from which those things are derived are perfect and complete—for it is man that begets man ; the seed docs not. come first/
It is .absurd also to generate space simultaneously with the mathematical solids (for space is peculiai to particular things, which is why they are separable in space, whereas the objects of mathematics have no position) and to say that they must be somewhere, and yet not explain what their spatial position is.
Those who assert that reality is derived from ele- 3 ments, and that numbers are the primary realities, Qow ls ought to have first distinguished the senses in nmiiiwdif· which one thing is derived from another, and then tiiTflr't"1 explained ill what way number is derived from the inincipiesi first principles. Is it by mixture ? But (a) not •
• Of IX. viii. fi.
ARISTOTLE
1092 a	(	,
2D ovre τταν μικτόν, τό τε γιγνόμενον έτερον, ουκ ἔσται rf χωριστόν το εν οόδ’ ετέρα φύσις· οι δέ βούλονται. άλλα συνθέσει, ώσπερ συλλαβήν1; άλλα θέσιν re ανάγκη ύπάρχειν, καί χωρίς ό νοων νοήσει το εν και το πλήθος, τοΰτ ούν ἔσται ό αριθμός, μονάς και πλήθος, ή το εν και άνισον. Και «rei so τὰ εκ τινών εΐναι ἔστι μεν ως ένυπαρχόντων ἔστι δέ ως ου, ποτέρως 6 αριθμός; ούτως γάρ ως ίνυπαρχόντων ούκ ἔστιν ὰλλ’ ή ων γένεσις έστιν. ὰλλ’ ώς από σπέρματος; ὰλλ’ ούχ οιόν τε του αδιαιρέτου τι άπελθεϊν. ὰλλ’ ώς εκ του εναντίον μή υπομένοντος; ὰλλ’ οσα ούτως ἔστι, και 85 έξ άλλου τινός έστιν ύπομένοντος. έπεί τοίνυν τό 1098 b εν ό μεν τω πλήθει ως εναντίον τίθησιν, 6 &έ τω άνίσω, ως ΐσω τοι ένΐ χρώμενος, ώς εξ εναντίων εΐη αν δ αριθμός· ἔστιν άρα τι έτερον εξ οδ ύπομένοντος καί θατέρου εστίν ή γέγονεν. Ἔτι τί δή ποτε τα μεν άλλ' οσα εξ εναντίων ή οΐς έστιν s εναντία φθείρεται, καν εκ παντός ή, ό δὲ άριθμός ον; περί τούτου γάρ ούθέν λέγεται, καίτοι καί ενυπάρχον καί μή ενυπάρχον φθείρει τό εναντίον, 1 συλλαβή E Alexander. •
quality of number (ch. i. 14) cannot exist fceparately.
*	sc. when it has once been mixed. Of De Gen. et Corr. 327 b 21-26.
c And numbers are supposed to be eternal.^ Cf. ch. ii. 1-3.
4 i.e., unity, being indivisible, cannot contribute the formal principle of generation in the way that the male parent contributes it.
•	Speuslppus : Plato. Of. ch. i. 5.
f The objection is directed against the Platonist treatment of the principles as contraries (cf iv. 12), and may be illus-
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everything admits of mixture " ; (A) the result of mixture is somrlhinjr iliffennt- ; and unil.y λλ ill uol be* separable,6 nor will it be ;t distinct entity. as lliey intend it- to lip. Is it by ooinpiiMtion, (is λιτ liolcl i of the syllable ? But" («) this nucessarily implies position: (b) in thinking of unity and plnrnlily .shflJJ think of thorn scjmraluly. Tins. thou. is what number will be—a unit plus plurality' or unit}' plus the Unequal.
And since a tiling is derived from element·' oitliov as inhercul or ns not inherent in it, in which way is nunibor m> derived ? Derivation from mliiTtnt elements is only possible for Hungs which admit of generation.0 Is it derived ns from seed ? But no- 5 thing can be omitted from that, which is indivisible.'1 Is il derived from a contrary wliioli does not persist Hut .'ill tilings· which d< rive flieir hciii^ in ll)is way dtrive it also from something cNi· which does persist Since*, therefore, one thinker'1 vej{ar<K unity as contrary to plurality, mid another f (treating it as iJie Equal) as contrary to the ΙΙιΚ'φΐηΙ, number nnisfc he derived as from contraries. Hence there is some- 0 thing else which persists from which, together with one contrary, number is or has been derived/
Further, why on earth is it that whereas all other things which are derived from contraries or have contraries perish, even if the contrary is exhausted in producing them,® number does not perish ? Of this no explanation is given ; yet whether it is inherent or not, a contrary is destructive ; e.g.. Strife
trilled by XII. ϊ. .5-ti. 2. Plurality, as the contrm.y of unity, is privation, nut mutter ; the Pl.itonists shnuM have derived numbers from unity and some other principle w hich is truly material.
’ Because it uuiy be regank'd as still potentially present.
ARISTOTLE
οἶον τὰ νεΐκος τό μίγμα,’ καίτοι γε1 ον κ εδει- οό γὰρ εκείνω* * γε εναντίον.	Ουθεν 8ε διωρισται
ουδέ όποτερως οι αριθμοί αίτιοι των ουσιών καί τον εἶναι, πότερον ως δροι (οἶον αι στίγμα! των μεγεθών, καί ως Εύρυτος εταττε τις αριθμός τινος, οἶον όδι μόν άνθρωπον όδι δε ίππον, ωσιτερ οι τούς αριθμούς άγοντες εις τὰ αγήματα τρίγωνον καί τετράγωνον, ούτως άφομοιών ταΐς φήφοις τάς μορφάς των φυτών), ή ότι [ό]·1 λόγος η' συμφωνία αριθμών, ομοίως δέ καί άνθρωπος και των άλλων έκαστον; τα δὲ δή πάθη πώς αριθμοί, το λευκόν καί γλυκύ καί τὰ θερμόν; ότι δε ούχ οι αριθμοί ουσία' ουδἔ της μορφής αίτιοι, δήλον ό γάρ λόγος ή ουσία, ό δ’ αριθμός ύλη. οἶον σαρκός η όστοΰ αριθμός ή ουσία οΰτω, τρία πυράς, γης δὲ δύο· καί αει 6 αριθμός ος αν ή τινών εστίν, ή πύρινος η γήινος ή μοναδικός, άλλ ή ουσία τό τοσόνδ* είναι προς τοσόνδε κατά τήν μϊξιν ■ τούτο δ’ ούκετι αριθμός άλλα λόγος μίξεως αριθμών σωματικών ή όποιωνοΰν. ούτε ονν τω ποίησαι curios ο αριθμός, ούτε ολως ό αριθμός ούτε 6 μοναδικός, ούτε ύλη ούτε λόγος καί είδος τών πραγμάτων, ὰλλὰ μήν ούδ’ ως τό ου ενεκα.
1 ye om. recc.	2 άιιΐνο E.
0 Bonitz.
* ί E Alexander! ή.	* ούσίαι lecc.
4 According to Empedocles, fr. 17 (Diels).
* The theories criticized from this point onwards to ch. vi. Π are primarily Pythagorean. See Vol. I. Introd. p. xvii.
" e.g, the line by 2 points, the triangle (the simplest plane figure) by 3, the tetrahedron (the simplest solid figure) by 4.
J Disciple of Philolaus i he “ flourished ’’ in the early fourth century b.c.
METAPHYSICS, XIV.
r. (ί-ί»
destroys Ihe mKtiiri·." I1 should not, however, do this ; hcvuusc the mixture is not ιΙί contraiy.
Nor in ϋ in any way Λι·fined in winch sense nuinlwrs 7 in-c Iho cause1! of substances and of Being ; u hot her n„ as bountL·..* e.g. as points arc the bmincl·* of ••patiiil magnitudes,” and as Kurvtiisik-lcrniini-il which imi number belong*: to wliicli tliiiiff-—e.g tins number to man, anil this to horse—by um»u pobbln, lo copy the shape of natural objects, like those wlin ;ιιτ;ιιι*.Γι· numbers in flic (arm of ^i-onietnoa! (igurt'S, (lie triangle .ind 1 lie, square/ Or is il. because harmony 8 is a ratio of numbers, and so too is muli and ovrry-thing else ? But in what sense jut attributes -white, and sweet, and hof—numbers ?1 And dearly numln-i-s are not the essence of things, nor an· they causes of the fnrm ; for the rail»" is the essence, and number h is muttiT. E.g. the cssem-i- of flesh n or bone is numbor only m the serwe tlml it is tlivet· parts of fire and two of i-arth.* And the number, whatever il is, is always a number of something ; of particles of fire or earth, or of mills.. But the e'.scru'e is the proportion of one quantity to another in tin* mixture ; i.e. no longer a number, but u ratio of the mixture of numbers, either of corporeal particles or of any other kind. Thus number is not. an efticienl cause—neither number in general, nor that which consists of abstract units—nor is it the matter, nor the formula or form of things. Nm· again is it a final cause.
• Of. Unmet, n.a.P. § 47,
1 Tliih, is nn objection to the \iow that nil miters art; ολιιμ·β
“ Or “ formula."
Λ In the si>ns<· of η number of material particle1!.
1 Of. Empedocles fr. !)6 (Diels).
ARISTOTLE
1002 b	>
VI.	Απορήστε δ αν τις και τι το ευ eon to ὰττό των αριθμών τω1 ev αριθμώ εἶναι τήν μΐξω, η έν εύλογίστψ ή έν περιττώ. νυνί γάρ ούθεν υγιεινότερου τρΐϊ τρία αν β το μελίκρατον κεκρα-ju μόνον, άλλα μάλλον ώφελησεtev αν ev ovSevl λόγω ον υδαρές δέ ή έν αριθμώ άκρατον ον. ἔτι οι λόγοι έν προσθέσει αριθμών είσίν οἱ τών μίξεων, ούκ ev άριθμοϊς, οἶον τρία πρδο δόσ, ὰλλ’ οι) τρίο δυο. τό γὰρ αυτό Set γένος εΐναι έν ταΐζ πολλά. -πλασιώσεσιν, ώστε Set μετρεισθαι τω τε Α το μ στοιχείον έφ' οδ ΑἙΓ και τφ Δ τον ΔΕΖ· ὥστε τω αντώ πάντα, οϋκουν2 ἔσται πυράς ΒΕΓΖ, toes» καί uSaroj αριθμός Sis τρία.	Ει S’ ανάγκη
πάντα αριθμού κοινωνεΐν, ανάγκη πολλά συμ-βαίνειν τα αύτά, καί αριθμόν τον αύτον τωδε καί άλλω. άρ' οΰν tout’ αἴτιον και διὰ τοντό eon το πράγμα, η άδηλον; οἶον ἔστι τις τών του ήλιου β φορών αριθμός, καί πάλιν τών της σελήνής, καί τών ζώων γε έκαστον τοΰ βίου καί ηλικίας· τί οΰν κωλύει ένίους μεν τούτων τετραγώνους είναι ενίους δε κύβους, καί ίσους, τούς δὲ διπλάσιους; ούθεν γάρ κωλύει, άλλ’ ανάγκη εν τοντοις στρεφε-
1	τφ Alexander: ri EAb.
. 2 οΰκουν Bonitz .* ούκοΰν.
° i.e., a simple ratio.
6 It is hard to see exactly what this means. If the terms of a ratio are rational, one of them must be odd. Alexander says α ratio like 113 is meant. Oddness was associated with goodness (e/. I. v. 6).
0 Apparently the Pythagoreans meant by this “ three parts of water to three of honey.” Aristotle goes on to criticize this way of expressing ratios.
* Cf previous note.
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VI. The question might also be raised as to what TiimBs the good is which things derive from numbers because their mixture can be expressed by a number, either ,"''η,1ι'Γ one which is easily calculable,0 or an odd number.1'
For in point of fact honey-water is no more wholesome if it is mixed in the proportion" three times three ” 0; it would be more beneficial mixed in no particular proportion, provided that it be diluted, than mixed in an arithmetical proportion, but strong. Again, 2 the ratios of mixtures are expressed by the relation of numbers, and not simply by numbers; e.g., it is 3 : 2, not 3 χ 2 Λ ; for in products of multiplication the units must belong to the same genus. Thus the produrt of 1x2x3 must be measurable by 1, and the product of 4x5x7 by -1. Therefore all products which contain the same factor must be measurable by that factor. Hence the number of fire cannot be2x5x3x7if the number of water is 3xS.·
If all things must share in number, it must follow S that many things are the same; i.e., that the same Nlimei|ra| number belongs both to this thing and to something coinci-else. Is number, then, a cause ϊ i.e., is it because of es' number that the object exists? Or is this not conclusive ? E.g., there is a certain number of the sun’s motions, and again of the moon’s/ and indeed of the life and maturity of every animate tiling.
What reason, then, is there why some of these numbers should not be squares and others cubes, some equal and others double ? There is no reason; 4 all things must fall within this range of numbers if, *
*	so. because if so, a particle of fire would simply equal 35 particles of water.
*	δ in each case, according to Aristotle; ef XII. vii. 9,11.
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σθαι, ει αριθμού πάντα εκοινωνει, ενεόεχετο τε ίο τὰ διαφεροντα όττὰ τόν αυτόν αριθμόν πιπτειν ωστ ei τισϊν ό αντος αριθμός συνεβεβήκει, ταύτά αν ήν άλληλοις εκείνα τὰ αύτό είδος αριθμού εχοντα, οἶον ήλιος και σελήνη τα αυτά, ὰλλὰ διὰ τί αἴτια ταντα; επτά μεν φωνήεντα, επτά δε χορδαί η αρμονία,1 επτά δέ αἱ πλειά8ες, εν επτά 15 δέ όδόντας βάλλει (ενιά γε, ενια δ’ ου), επτά δε οι επί Θήβας, α ρ' οΰν ότι τοιοσ81 6 αριθμός πεφυκεν, διὰ το ντο ή εκείνοι εγενοντο επτά ή ή πλειάς επτά αστέρων εστίν; ή οι μεν διὰ τάς πάλας ή άλλην τινὰ αιτίαν, την δέ ημείς όντως άριθμοΰμεν, 20 την 8ε άρκτον γε 8ώ8εκα, οι δὲ πλείους· επει καί τό Ξ ψ Ζ συμφωνίας φασίν είναι, καί ότι εκεΐναι τρεις, καί ταυτα τρία· ότι 8ε μύρια αν είη τοιαΰτα, ούθεν μέλει (τω* γάρ Γ καί Ρ είη αν εν σημεϊον)·^ ει 8’ ότι διπλάσιο ν των άλλων έκαστον, άλλο δ’ ου, αἴτιον δ’ ότι τριών όντων τόπων εν εφ' εκά-25 στον επιφόρε ται τω σίγμα, διὰ τούτο τρία μόνον εστίν, άλλ* ούχ ότι αἱ συμφωνίαι τρεις, επει πλείους γε αἱ συμφωνίαι, ενταύθα 8’ ουκετι δνναται.
"Ομοιοι δη καί οΰτοι τοΐς άρχαίοις Όμηρικοΐς, οΐ μικράς ομοιότητας όρωσι μεγάλος 8ε παρ-ορώσιν.
1 ή αρμονία E Alexandra lemma s ή άρμανίαι.
* τό Alexander, Syrianus.
α Of previous note.	4 In the Greek alphabet.
■c In the old heptachord ; cf note on V. xi. 4.
4 Of Hist. An. 576 a 6.
• According to Alexander f was connected with the fourth, I with the fifth, and ψ with the octave.
t θ, Φ, and χ are aspirated, not double, consonants.
0 Palate, lips, and teeth.
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as was assumed, all things share in number, and different things may fall under the same number. Hence if certain things happened to have the same number, on the Pythagorean view they would be the same as one another, because they would have the same form of number ; e.g., sun and moon would be the same.0 But %vhy are these numbers causes ? ό There are seven vowels,6 seven strings to the scale,0 seven Pleiads; most animals (though not all **) lose their teeth in the seventh year ; and there were seven heroes who attacked Thebes. Is it, then, because the number 7 is such as it is that there ■were seven heroes, or that the Pleiads consist of seven stars ? Surely there were seven heroes because of the seven gates, or for some other reason, and the Pleiads are seven because we count them so; just as we count the Bear as 13, whereas others count more stars in both. Indeed, they assert also β that Hi Ψι and Ζ are concords,® and that because there are three concords, there axe three double consonants. They ignore the fact that there might be thousands of double consonants—because there might be one symbol for ΓΡ. But if they say that each of these letters is double any of the others, whereas no other fa/ and that the reason is that there are three regions 0 of the mouth, and that one consonant is combined with σ in each region, it is for this reason that there are only three double consonants* and not because there are three concords— because there are really more than three ; but there cannot be more than three double consonants.
Thus these thinkers are like the ancient Homeric 7 scholars, who see minor similarities but overlook important ones.
299
ARISTOTLE
Λέγουσι δέ τινες on πολλά τοιαΰτα, οἶον αἴ to τε μέσαι ή /ιέν εννέα ή δέ οκτώ, και το έπος b δεκαεπτά, Ισάριθμον τουτοις, βαίνεται 8’ iv μεν τω 8εξιω ivvea συλλαβάΐς iv δέ τω άριστερω οκτώ, /cat ότι ἴσον τὰ διάστημα ἔν re τοι? γράμ-μασιν από τον Α π/>ὰ? τό Ω καί ὰ7Τὰ του βό^βυκος επί την όξυτάτην [vear^v]1 iv αύλοΐς, ή? ό αριθμός 5 ἴσο? τη ούλομελεία του ούρανοΰ. όραν δέ Set μη τοιαΰτα ονθεϊς αν άπορησειεν οϋτε λέγειν ούθ εύρίσκειν εν τοΐς αΧόίοις, επεί καί εν τοΐς φθαρτοΐς.
Αλλ’ αἱ εν τοΐς άριθμοΐς φύσεις αἱ επαινόυμεναι και τα τούτοις εναντία και ολως τα εν τοΐς μαθή-μασιν, ως μεν λέγουσι τινες καί αίτια ποιοΰσι τής φνσεως, έοικεν ούτωσί γε σκοπουμένοις διαφεΰ-γειν κατ ούθένα γάρ τρόπον των όιωρισμένων περί τάς άρχας ούθ εν αυτών αίτιον, ἔστιν ως* μέντοι ποιοΰσι φανερόν ότι τό εΰ υπάρχει καί τής συστοιχίας έστΙ τής τον καλοΰ τό περιττόν, τό εύθν, τό ισάκις ίσον,3 αι όννάμεις ενίων αριθμών άμα γὰρ ώραι καί αριθμός τοιοσδἱ· και ταλλα δή όσα συνάγουσιν εκ των μαθηματικών θεωρημάτων 1 Diels.
* ώι Ab Alexander: έκάνο JΓ Syrinnus; om. E.
* ίσάκιί ίσον: ισάριθμον E: ίσον Ab.
α i.e., the μέση (fourth) and παραμέση (fifth), whose ratios can be expressed as 8 : 6, β: 6.
6 i.e., a dactylic hexameter whose sixth foot is always a spondee or trochee has nine syllables m the first three feet and eight in the last three. Fox· ri δεξιόν meaning " the first part” of a metrical system see Bassett, Journal of Classical Philology xi. +58-4(30,
' Alexander suggests that the number 24 may have been made up of the 12 signs of the zodiac, the 8 spheres (fixed stars, five planets, sun and moon) and 4 elements.
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Some say that there are many correspondences of this kind; e.g., the middle notesa of the octave are respectively 8 and 9> and the epic hexameter has seventeen syllables, which equals the sum of these two; and the line scans in the first half with nine syllables, and in the second with eight.6 And they 8 point out that the interval from <i to ω in the alphabet is equal to that from the lowest note of a flute to the highest, whose number is equal to that of the whole system of the universe." We must realize llmt no one would find any difficulty either in discovering or in stating such correspondences as these in the realm of eternal things, since they occur even among perishable things.
As for the celebrated characteristics of number, 0 and their contraries, and in general the mathematical Then· in« properties, in the sense that some describe them and “niSJIy make them out to be causes of the natural world, jjjjtween it would seem that if we examine them along these "nd'twnge; lines, they disappear ; for not one of them is a cause )s in any of the senses which we distinguished with not cmual. respect to the first principles^ There is a sense, 10 however, in which, these thinkers make it clear that goodness is predicable of numbers, and that the odd, the straight, the equal-by-equal,0 and the powers f of certain numbers, belong to the series of the Beautiful.® For the seasons are connected with a certain kind of number h ; and the other examples which they adduce from mathematical theorems all have
* Of I. iii. 1, V. i., ii.
i ProbaLly their “ power ” of being represented as regular figures; e.g. the triangularity of 3 .·. or 6 ,Y.
» Cf I. v. 6.	* i.e., 4.
ARISTOTLE
πάντα ταύτψ ἔχει την δύναμιν, διὰ καί ἔοικε συμπτώμασιν ἔστι γάρ συμβεβηκότα μεν, άλλ’ οικεία άλλήλοις πάντα, εν δε τω1 ανάλογου· εν εκάστη γάρ του οντος κατηγορία ἔστι το άνάλογον, so ως ευθύ εν μήκει οΰτως εν πλάτει το ομαλόν, ίσως εν αριθμώ τα περιττόν, εν δε χροιά* τὰ λευκόν.
Ἔτι ούχ οι έν τοΐς εΐδεσιν αριθμοί αίτιοι των αρμενικών καί των τοιουτιυν (διαφερουσι γάρ εκείνοι άλλήλων οι ίσοι εΐδει· καί γάρ αι μονάδες)· ώστε διά γε ταΰτα είδη ου ποιητεον.	Τὰ μεν οΰν
26 συμβαίνοντα ταΰτά τε καν ἔτι πλείω συναχθείη. εοικε δέ τεκμήριου είναι τό πολλά κακοπαθεϊν περί την γενεσιν αυτών καί μηδενα τρόπον δν-νασθαι συνειραι του μη χωριστά είναι τὰ μαθηματικά των αισθητών, ως ενιοι λέγουσι, μηδε ταντας είναι τάς άρχας.
ι τφ] τό Α1’.	‘ xpiq. E.
α Aristotle has argued (XIII. vi.-viii.) that if the Ideal numbers differ in land, their «mis must differ in kind. Hence even equal numbers, being composed of different
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the same force. Hence they would seem to be mere 11 coincidences, for they tire accidental; but all the examples are appropriate to each other, and they are one by analogy. For there is analogy betiypen all the categories of Being—as “ straight ” is in length, so is “ level ” in breadth, perhaps " odd ” in number, and " while ” in colour.
Again, it is not the Ideal numbers that are tlie 12 causes of harmonic relations, etc. (for Ideal numbers, even when they are equal, differ in kind, since their awn units also differ in kind) “ ; so on this ground at least we need not posit Forms.
Such, then, are the consequences of the theory, 13 and even more mighl be adduced. But the mere fact that the Platonists find so much trouble with ^<.|^.|y regard to the generation of Ideal numbers, and can in no way build up a system, would seem to he a ΰ> tie uret proof that the objects of mathematics are not separ- PnnE,i'i“· able from sensible things, as some maintain, and that the first principles are not those which these thinkers assume.
units, must be different in kind. In point of fact, since eacli Ideal numbei is unique, no two of them could be equal.
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THE OECONOMICA
INTRODUCTION■
Two Books entitled “ Oeconomica ” —“ Housecraft ” οι· “ The Ordering of Households ”—are current in Greek under Aristotle’s name ; a third exists in iwo Latin versions.
The first Book is largely derived from the Οικονομικόs of Xenophon and the Πολιτικά of Aristotle.6 A treatise of the Epicurean Philodemus (a contemporary of Cicero) discovered at Herculaneum attributes it to Theophrastus, who succeeded Aristotle as head of the Peripatetic school in 322 b.c. According to Suscmihl, although it differs in certain points from the teaching of Aristotle, it is unmistakably the work of an early Peripatetic, uncoloured as yet by any tincture of Stoicism.
Hie second Book, in the main a collection of anecdotes telling of the means, fair or foul, by which various rulers and governments filled their treasuries, was shown by Niebuhr in 1813c to be an independent work. It is certainly unworthy of the great moralist; and the οικονομική which it illustrates is something very different from that so carefully defined and distinguished from τΓολιτική in Book I. The intro-° For this I am chiefly indebted to the edition of Fran* Susemihl (Teubner, Leipzig, 1887).
6 Susemihl (pp. ν and vi) gives a list of parallel passages. ‘ His essay was reprinted in a collection of his shorter works published at Bonn in 1888.
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ductory chapter applies the term ηΐκονομία, as wc apply its Anglicized form Economy, to the ordering of states as well as to that of private households ; and in the succeeding anecdotes, the latter is ignored. Of the rulers whose deed·) are herein recorded, Cleo-menes and Philoxenus survived Aristotle (d. 322), while Ophelias was living in 308. Susemihl would assign the book to the latter half of the third century B.C.
The chief interest of these “ footnotes to history ” is the opportunity they afford for comparing ancient and modern treatment of such matters as currency, taxation, and insurance. August Boeckh makes considerable use of this Book in his treatise on the Public Economy of Athens (Staatshaushaltung der Athener), which may with advantage be consulted. It is available in an English translation.
The Greek text followed is in the main that of Susemihl (Leipzig 1887), which is reprinted by kind permission of Messrs. Teubner. Where I have diverged from it, I have given the reading preferred in a footnote. The pages, columns, and lines of Bekker’s Greek Text of Books A and Β are given in the margin for convenience of reference.
The third Book, of which no Greek exemplar is known, appeals in a Latin translation made by Guillaume Durand® (who also translated the first Book) in 1295. One of the mss. of this translation adds in the margin portions of a different version; whether this was ever more than fragmentary, we do not know. Another Latin translation is also extant containing Book II. as well as Books I. and III. *
* Bishop of Mende in Languedoc, a distinguished statesman and jurist; died at Rome in 1296.
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I	Is age and authorship ore uncertain. Susemihl thinks the first Book of this latter version is translated from a Greek original differing from that used by D annul; and suspects the third Book to be a compound of Durand’s version and the now fragmentary one mentioned above.
These three Latin versions I have distinguished by the letters a (Durand), b (fragmentary) and c. In Book III. the version of Durand, ns edited by Susemihl, is printed (by kind permission of Messrs. Teubnor) on the left-hand pages ; and where the English translation noticeably diverges from it, the reading followed is added in a notft. The pages of Rose’s edition (Aristotelian Fragments, No. 184) are given ill the margin.
In substance this so-called third Book is a graceful homily on married life, worthy of Aristotle himself. Indeed the chaste and tender spirit which it. breathes is almost Christian, As a favourable example of enlightened Greek thought about marriage and the family, it is well worth presenting in an English dress. It should be compared with the discourse of Ischo-machus in the Οικονομικός of Xenophon—a work probably well-known to its author.
In a list of works attributed to Aristotle which is preserved by Hesychius of Miletus (Vlth Century) a treatise is mentioned under the title νόμοι dvSpus καί γαμέτην—“ Rules for married life.” It is conjectured by Rose that this is the work translated by Durand, and now only known in his and the other Latin versions.
In the translation, words inserted to complete the sense are placed between angular brackets <).
[ΑΡΙ2ΤΟΤΕΛΟΤ2]
ΟΙΚΟΝΟΜΙΚΩΝ
Α
1848 b Ι. Ή οικονομική καί πολιτική διαφέρει ον μόνον τοσοΰτον όσον οικία και πόλις (ταΰτα μεν γάρ αύταΐς ear ι τὰ υποκείμενα), άλλα και ότι ή μεν πολιτική εκ πολλών αρχόντων έστἱν, ή οικονομική δὲ μοναρχία.
ι Ἔνια·ι μεν οΰν των τεχνών διήρηνται, καί ου τής αύτής εστι ποίησαι και χρησασθαι τω ποιηθεντι, ώσπερ λύρς. και αύλοΐς4 της δε πολιτικής εστι και πάλιν έ£ αρχής συστήσασβαι και ύπαρχούση χρησασθαι καλώς, ώστε δήλον ότι καί τής οικονομικής αν ειη καί κτήσασθαι οΐκον καί χρησασθαι αύτώ.
ίο Πόλυ μεν οΰν οικιών πλήθος εστι καί χώρας καί 2 κτημάτων αυτάρκες προς τὰ ευ ζήν. φανερόν δεόταν γάρ μή δυνατοί ώσι τούτου τυγχάνειν, διαλύεται καί ή κοινωνία, ετι δε ενεκα τούτου συν-336
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THE OECONOMICA BOOK I
I.	Between Housecraft (the avt nf governing a Household or Home) and Statecraft (the artof governing a Nation) there are differences corresponding t,o those between the two kinds of community over which they severally preside. There is, however, this further difference : that -whereas the government of a nation is in many hands, a household has but a single ruler.
Now some avis are divided into two separate branches, one concerned with the making of nn object —for example a lyre or a flute—and the other with its use when made. Statecraft on the other hand shows us how to build up a notion from its beginning, as well as how to order rightly a nation that already exists ; from which we infer that Housecraft also tells us first how to acquire a household and then how to conduct its affairs.
By a Nation we mean an assemblage of houses, ^ lands, and properly sufficient to enable the inhabitants to lead α civilized life. This is proved by the fact that when such a life is no longer possible for them, the tie itself which unites them is dissolved. Moreover,
327
AUISTOTLE
4ρχονται· ου δέ ένεκα Έκαστον ἔστι και γεγονε, «■αι ή ουσία αύτοΰ τυγχάνει αυτή ουσα. is "Ωστς δήλον ότι πρότερον γενεσει η οικονομική πολίτικης έστι. και γάρ τό ἔργον, μόριον γὰρ ο ϊ κ: ἴα πόλεώς εστιν.
Έκεπτέον συν περί της οικονομικής, και τι το ἔργον αυτής.
II.	Μέρη δέ οικίας άνθρωπός τε και κτήσις εστιν. επεί δέ πρώτον εν τοΐς ελαχίστοις ή φύσις 20 έκαστου θεωρείται, και περί οικίας αν ομοίως εχοι-ώστε καθ’ Ησίοδον 3έοι αν ύπάρχειν
οΐκον μεν πρώτιστα γυναΐκά τε [βουν τ αρο-τήρα]}
τό μιν γάρ τής τροφής πρώτον, τό δε των ελευθέρων. ώστε δέοι αν τα περί την τής γυναικός ομιλίαν οίκονομήσασθαι καλώς- τούτο δέ ἔστι τὰ 2β ποιανs τινα δεΐ ταύτην είναι παρασκενάσαι.
Κτήσεως δε πρώτη επιμέλεια ή κατά φύσιν 2 κατά φύσιν δέ γεωργική προτέρα, καί δεύτεροι οσαι από τής γης, οἶον μεταλλευτική καί €ἴ τις άλλη τοιαόη). ή δὲ γεωργική μάλιστα ἔτι δίκαια-ού γάρ απ' ανθρώπων, οΰθ' εκόντων, ώσπερ Μ καπηλεία καί αι μισθαρνικαί, οΰτ άκάντων, ώσπερ αἱ πολεμικοί. ἔτι δέ καί των κατά φύσιν φύσει
1 βοΡν τ’ άροτρα: apparently these words were not in the copy read by PhiJodemus (see Introduction).
a Reading ovolav (Schoemann) for ms. t6 irolav.
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it is with Mich a life in view that the association is originally formed ; and the object for which a tiling exists and has come into being is in fact the very essence of that particular tiling.
From this definition of n Nation, it is evident that the art of Housecraft is older than that of Statecraft, since the Household, which it creates, is older ; being η component part of the Nation created by Statecraft.
Accordingly we must consider the nature of Housecraft, and what the Household, which it creates, actually is.
II.	The component parts of a household are (1) human beings, and (2) goods and chattels. And as households are no exception to the rule that the nature of a thing is first studied in its barest arid simplestform, we will follow Hesiod and begin by postulating
Homestead first, and α woman; α plough-ox hardy to furrow.
For the steading takes precedence among our physical necessities, and the woman among our free associates.
It is, therefore, one of the tasks of Homecraft to set in order the relation between man and woman ; in other words, to see that it is what it ought to be.
Of occupations attendant on our goods and chattels, 2 those come first which are natural. Among these precedence is given to the one which cultivates the land ; those like mining, which extract wealth from it, take the second place. Agriculture is the most honest of all such occupations; seeing that the wealth it brings is not derived from other men. Herein it is distinguished from trade and the wage-earning employments, which acquire wealth from others by their consent; and from war, which wrings it from them perforce. It is also a natural occupa-329
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18481>	,	,	,	„	,	{	, ,	„ ,	,	«
γάρ από τής μητρος η τροφή πόσιν εστιν, ώστε
καί τοΐς άνθρώποις από της γης·
Προς δέ τούτοις και προς άνδρίαν συμβάλλεται 3 μεγάλα· ού γάρ ώσπερ α ἱ βάναυσοι τα, σώματα αχρεία ποιοΰσιν, ὰλλὰ δννάμενα θνραυλεΐν και δ πονεΐν, ἔτι δέ δννάμενα κινδυνεύειν προς τους πολεμίους· μόνων γάρ τούτων τα. κτήματα ἔξω των ερυμάτων έστίν.
III.	Τὥν δέ περί τούς ανθρώπους ή περί γυναΰκα πρώτη επιμέλεια· κοινωνία γάρ φύσει τω θήλει καί τω αρρενι μάλιστα ἔστιν, ύπόκειται γάρ ή μιν εν ^ άλλοις οτι πολλά τοιαΰτα ή φύσις έφίεται άπερ-γάζεσθαι ώσπερ καί των ζώων έκαστον αδύνατον δὲ τὰ θήλυ άνευ του άρρενος ή τὰ άρρεν άνευ του θήλεος άποτελεΐν τοϋτο, ώστ εξ ανάγκης αυτών ή κοινωνία συνέστηκεν.
Ἑν μεν ούν τοΐς άλλοις ζώοις άλόγως τούτο 2 υπάρχει, καί έφ' όσον μετεχουσι της φύσεως, επι 15 τοσοΰτον, καί τεκνοποιίας μόνον χάριν εν δε τοΐς ήμερο ις καί φρονιμωτέροις διήρθρωται μάλλον (φαίνονται γάρ μάλλον βοηθέ κμ γινόμενοί καί ευνοιαι καί συνεργία ι άλλήλοις), εν άνθρώπψ δε α μάλιστα, οτι ού μόνον τοΰ είναι ὰλλὰ καί του εδ 20 εΐναι σύνεργά άλλήλοις το θήλυ καί τὰ άρρεν εστί. και η των τέκνων κτήσις ού λειτουργίας ενεκεν
Politics Ι. i.·
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tion; since by Nature’s appointment all creatures receive sustenance from their mother, and mankind like the rest from their common mother the earth.
And besidos all this, agriculture contributes notably 3 to the making of a manly character ; because, unlike the mechanical arts, it does not, cripple and weaken the bodies of those engaged in it., hut inures them to exposure and toil and invigorates them to face the perils of war. For the farmer’s possessions, unlike those of other men, lie outside the city’s defences.
III.	When we turn our attention to the human part of the household, it is the woman who makes the first claim upon it ; (for the natural comes first, as we have said,) and nothing is more natural than the tie between female anil male. For we have elsewhere laid down the premiss α that Nature i<? intent on multiplying severally her types ; and. this is true of every animal in particular. Neither the female, however, can effect this without the male, nor the male without the female ; whence the union of the sexes has of necessity arisen.
Now among the lower animals, this union is irra- 2 tional in character ; it exists merely for the purpose of procreation, and lasts only so long as the parents are occupied in producing their brood. In tame animals, on the other hand, and those which possess a greater share of intelligence, it has assumed a more complex form; for in their case we see more examples of mutual help, goodwill, and co-operation. It is, 3 however, in the human species that this complexity is most marked; since the co-operation between woman and man aims not merely at existence, but at a happy existence. Nor do mankind beget children merely to pay the service they owe to Nature, 331
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1348 Tfj φύσει μόνον ουσα τυγχάνει άλλα και ώφελείας-α γάρ αν δυνάμενοι els αδυνάτους πονήαωσι, πάλιν κομίζονται παρά δυναμένων άδυνατοΰντες εν τω γήρα.	s	^	#
"Αμα δε καί ή φύσις άναπληροΐ ταύτη Tfj περιοδία 4 ■.’Β το αει εΐναι, επε'ι κατ' αριθμόν ον δύναται, αλλά κατά τό είδος.	ουτω προιυκονόμηται υπο του
θείου εκατέρου ή φύσις, του τε άνδρός και τής γυναικός, προς την κοινωνίαν, διείλψτται γάρ τω μη επί τ αυτά πάντα χρήσιμον έχειν την δύναμιν, ὰλλ’ ἔνια μεν επί τάναντία, εις ταύτόν δε συντει-80 νοντα· τό μεν γάρ Ισχυρότερου τό δ' ασθενέστερου 1344 α εποίησεν, ίνα τό μεν φυλακτικώτερον ή διὰ τον φόβον, τό δ' άμυντικώτερον διά την άνδρίαν, καί τό μεν πορίζη τὰ εζωθεν, τό δέ σωζη τὰ ένδον καί προς την εργασίαν τό μεν δυνάμενον έδραΐον εἶναι, β π ρος δέ τάς ἔξωθεν θυραυλίας ασθενές, τό δέ προς μεν τάς ησυχίας χείρον, προς δε τάς κινήσεις υγιεινόν καί περί τέκνων την μεν γένεσιν κοινήν, την δέ ώφέλειαν ἴδιον1· των μεν γάρ τό θρέφαι, των δε τό παιδεΰσαί ἔστιν.
IV.	Π ρωτον μεν ου ν νόμοι προς γυναίκα, καί τό μη άδικεΐν ούτως γάρ αν ούδ' αυτός άδικοΐτο’ ίο τοΰθ' ύφτηγεΐται δε [ο] καί 6 κοινός νόμος, καθάπερ οἱ Τίυθαγόρειοι λέγουσιν, ώσπερ ίκέτιν καί άφ'
1 Other MSS. read τήν μήν ylvunv ίδιον, τήν δί ώφ(\ειαν κοινήν, “ to the production of children each makes a diffeient contribution, but ία their upbringing both share alike.” (The concluding sentence, distinguishing between the parts of the parents in upbringing, points clearly to the first reading.)
Cf De Qener. Ani., ii. 1, p. 731 b.
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but also that they may themselves receive a benefit; for the toil they undergo while they are strong and their offspring· is still weak is repaid by that offspring when it in tum is grown strong and the parents by reason of age are weak.
At the same time Nature, by this cycle of changes, 4 fulfils her purpose of perpetuating existence ; preserving the type when she is unable to preserve the individual0 And so with this purpose in view Divine Providence has fashioned the nature of man and of woman for their partnership. For they are distinguished from each other by the possession of faculties not adapted in every case to the same tasks, but in some cases for opposite ones, though contributing to the same end. For Providence made man stronger and woman weaker, so that he in virtue of his manly prowess may be more ready to defend the home, and she, by reason of her timid nature, more ready to keep watch over it; and while he brings in fresh supplies from without, she may keep safe what lies within. In handicrafts again, woman was given a sedentary patience, though denied stamina for endurance of exposure; while man, though inferior to her in quiet employments, is endowed with vigour for every active occupation. In the production of children both share alike; but each makes a different contribution to their upbringing. It is the mother who nurtures, and the father who educates.
IV.	We begin then with the rules that should govern a man’s treatment of his wife. And the first of these forbids him to do her wrong ; for if he observes this, he is not likely himself to suffer wrong at her hands. As the Pythagoreans declare, even the common rule or custom of mankind thus ordains,
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εστίας ήγμενην ως ήκιστα δεΐν [δοκεΐν] άδικεΐν-αδικία δέ άνδρός αι θύραζε συνουσίαι γιγνόμεναι.
Περί 8ἔ ομιλίας μήθ' ώστε δεΐσθαι (μηθέν)2 μήθ’ ως απάντων άδυνατεΐν ήσυχάζειν, άλλ' όντως 16 εθίζειν ώστε ἱκάνω? ἔχ«ιν παρόντος καί μη παρόντος. εΰ δ’ έχει και τὰ τον ’Ησιόδου
Ηαρθενικήν δὲ γαμεΐν, ἴνα ηθεα κεδνά διδάζης.
αἱ γὰρ άνομοιότητες των ηθών ήκιστα φιλικόν.
Περί, δέ κοσμήσεως, ώσπερ ουδέ τα ήθη δεΐ 3 -ο άλαζονευομένους άλλήλοις πλησιάζειν, ούτως ούδε τὰ σώματα· ή δέ διά της κοσμησεως ούδέν δια-φέρουσά ἔστι της των τραγωδών εν ττ} σκευή προς άλλήλους ομιλία.
V.	Των δέ κτημάτων πρώτον μεν και άναγ-καιότατον τό βελτι στον και οίκονομικώτατον 26 τούτο 8ε ήν άνθρωπος. διό δεΐ πρώτον δούλους παρασκευάζεσθαι σπουδαίους, δούλων δέ είδη δύο, επίτροπος καί εργάτης. επεϊ δέ δρώμεν ότι αι παιδεΐαι ποιους τινας ποιοΰσι τούς νέους, αναγκαίου και παρασκευασάμενον τρέφειν οΐς τὰ ελευθερία των έργων προστακτέον.
*Ομιλία δέ προς δούλους ως μήτε ύβρίζειν εάν 2 eo μήτε άνιάν, καί τόΐς μεν έλευθεριωτέροις τιμής
OECONOMICA, I. iv. 1—v. 2
forbidding all wrong to a wife as stringently as though she were a suppliant whom one has raised from the hearthstone. And a man does wrong to his wife when he associates with other women.
As regards the intercourse of marriage, wives 2 should neither importune their husbands, nor be restless in their absence; but a man should accustom his wife to be content whether he is at home or away. Good also is the advice of Hesiod :
Take thee a maiden to wife, and teach her ways of discretion.
For differences of ways and habits are little conducive to affection.
As regards adornment: it is not well that souls 3 should approach one another in borrowed plumes, nor is it well in the case of bodies. Intercourse which depends (for its charm) upon outward adornment differs in no respect from that of figures on the (stage in their conventional attire.
V.	Of property, the first and most indispensable kind is that which is also best and most amenable to Housecraft; and this is the human chattel. Our first step therefore must be to procure good slaves. Of slaves there are two kinds ; those in positions of trust, and the labourers. And since it is matter of experience that the character of the young can be moulded by training, when we require to charge slaves with tasks befitting the free, we have not only to procure the slaves, but to bring them up (for the trust).
In our intercourse with slaves we must neither 2 suffer them to be insolent nor treat tliem with cruelty.
A shave of honour should be given to those who are 335
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μεταδιδόναι, τοΐς δ’ έργάταις τροφής πλήθος, καί επειδή ή τοΰ οίνου πόσις καί τούς ελευθέρους ύβριστάς ποιεί, καί πολλά έθνη άπέχεται καί των ελευθέρων, οἶον Καρχηδόνιοι έπϊ στρατιάς, φανερόν οτι τούτου ή μηδέν ή δλιγάκις μεταδοτέον.
35 "Οντων δε τριών, έργου και κολάσεως και τροφής, 3 τὰ μεν μήτε κολάζεσθαι, μήτ εργάζεσθαι, τροφήν 1844 *> δ’ ἔχειν, ΰβριν εμποιεί· τὰ δε έργα μεν έχειν και κολάσεις, τροφήν δέ μή, βίαιον, και αδυναμίαν ποιεί. λείπεται δή έργα παρέχειν και τροφήν ικανήν· αμίσθων γάρ ούχ οϊόν τε άρχειν, δουλιρ δέ μισθός τροφή.
β "Ωσπερ δέ καί τοΐς άλλοις όταν μή γίγνηται τοι? βελτίοσι βέλτιον μηδέ άθλα ή αρετής καί κακίας, γίγνονται χείρους, οΰτω καί περί οίκέτας. διόπερ δει ποιεΐσθαι σκέφιν, καί διανέμειν τε Ι καί άνιέναι κατ' αξίαν έκαστα, καί τροφήν καί έσθήτα καί αργίαν καί κολάσεις, λόγω καί ἔργω ίο μιμούμενους τήν των Ιατρών δύναμιν εν φαρμάκου λόγω, προσθεωροΰντας οτι ή τροφή ου φάρμακον διά το συνεχές.
Γένη δέ αν εΐη προς τὰ έργα βέλτιστα μήτε δειλά G μήτε ανδρεία άγαν, άμφότερα γάρ άδικοΰσιν καί γάρ οἱ άγαν δειλοί ούχ ΰπομένουαι καί οι θυμοειδείς ούκ εϋαρχοι.
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is Χρη δέ καί τέλος ώρίσθαι πάσιν δίκαιον γαρ β και συμφέρον τήν ελευθερίαν κεΐσθαι ὰθλον βούλονται γαρ πονείν, όταν ή άθλον και ό χρόνος ώριαμένος.	δει δε και εξομηρεύειν ταις τεκνο-
ποιίαις· και μη κτάσθαι ομοεθνείς πολλούς, ώσπερ καί εν ται? πόλεσιν και τάς θυσίας καί τάς άπο-20 λαύσεις μάλλον των δούλων ένεκα ποιεΐσθαι η των ελευθέρων, πλείονα γαρ εχουσιν οΰτοι οΰπερ ένεκα τὰ τοιαΰτα ενομίσθη.
VI. Είδη δέ του οικονόμου τέτταρα, α δει έχειν περί τα χρήματα. και γὰρ τὰ κτάσθαι δυνατόν χρη εΐναι καί φυλάττειν ει δέ μή, οόδέν όφελος 26 του κτάσθαι· τω γαρ ηθμω αντλείν τοΰτ ἔστιν, και 6 λεγόμενος τετμημένος πίθος. ἔτι δέ καί εΐναι κοσμητικόν των υπαρχόντων καί χρηστικόν τούτων γαρ ένεκα κάκείνων δεόμεθα.
Διηρήσθαι δέ δει των κτημάτων έκαστον, και 2 πλείω τὰ κάρπιμα είναι των άκαρπων, καί τάς 80 εργασίας οΰτω νενεμησθαι, όπως μη άμα κινδυ-νεύσωσιν άπασιν. προς δέ φυλακήν τοΐς τε ΐίερ-σικοΐς συμφέρει χρήσθαι καί τοΐς Αακωνικοΐς. καί ή Αττική δέ οικονομία χρήσιμος· άποδιδό-μενοι γάρ ὥνοννται, καί ή του ταμιείου θέσις ούκ ἔστιν έν ταΐς μικροτέραις οίκο νόμισις.
86 Περσικά δέ ήν τό πάντα τετάχθαι, καί πάντ 3 338
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Every slave should have before his eyes a definite 6 goal or term of his labour. To set the prize of freedom before him is both just and expedient; since having a prize to work for, and a time defined for its attainment, he will put his heart into his labours. We should, moreover, take hostages (for our slaves’ fidelity) by allowing them to beget children; andavoid the practice of purchasing many slaves of the same nationality, as men avoid doing in towns. We should also keep festivals and give treats, more on the slaves’ account than on that of the freemen ; since the free have a fuller share in those enjoyments for the sake of which these institutions exist.
VI.	There arc four qualities which the head of a household must possess in dealing with his property. Firstly, he must have the faculty of acquiring, and secondly that of preserving what he has acquired; otherwise there is no more benefit in acquiring than in baling with a colander, or in the proverbial wine-jar with a hole in the bottom. Thirdly and fourthly, he must know how to improve his property, and how to make use of it; since these are the ends for which the powers of acquisition and of preservation are sought.
Everything we possess should be duly classified ; 2 and the amount·of our productive property exceed·· that of the unproductive. Produce should be so employed that we do not risk all our possessions at once. For the safe keeping of our property, we shall do well to adopt the Persian and Laconian systems. Athenian housecraft has, however, some advantages. The Athenian buys immediately with the produce of his sales, and the smaller households keep no idle deposits in store.
Under the Persian system, the master himself 3 339
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έφορόν αυτόν, και ο έλεγε Δίαιν περί Διονυσίου' ούδείς γάρ επιμελείται ομοίως των όλλοτρίων καί 1845 a τών οικείων, ώστε όσα ενδέχεται, δι’ εαυτόν ποιεισθαι χρη την επιμέλειαν, καί το του ΐΐέρσου καί τὰ του Αίβυος απόφθεγμα εϋ αν ἔχοι. ό μεν γαρ ερωτηθείς τί μάλιστα ίππον π ιαίνει, “ ό του δεσπότου οφθαλμός ” εφη· 6 δέ Αίβνς ερωτηθείς ί ποια κόπρος άρίστη, “ τα του δεσπότου ίχνη ”
Ηψ
Έπισκετττέον οΰν τὰ μέν αύτόν τα δε την 4 γυναίκα, ως εκατέροις διαιρείται τὰ έργα της οικονομίας, καί τοΰτο ποιητέον εν μικραΐς οίκονο· μίαις όλιγάκις, έν δ* έπιτροπευομέναις πολλάκις. ού γάρ οἶον τε μη καλώς ΰποδεικνύντος καλώς 10 μιμεΐσθαι, οϋτ’ εν τοΐς άλλοις οΰτ εν επιτροπείψ· ώς αδύνατον μη επιμελών δεσποτών επιμελείς είναι τούς εφεστώτας.
Έϊτ«Ι δέ ταϋτα καί καλά προς αρετήν καί 6 ώφέλιμα προς οικονομίαν, έγείρεσθαι χρη πρότερον δέσποτας οίκετών καί καθεύδειν ύστερον, καί ι« μηδέποτε αφύλακτον οικίαν είναι, ώσπερ πάλιν, όσα τε δει ποιεϊν μήτε νυκτός μήτε ημέρας παριέναι. τό τε διανίστασθαι νύκτωρ- τοΰτο γάρ καί πρός ύγίειαν καί οικονομίαν καί φιλοσοφίαν χρήσιμον.
Έν μεν οΰν ταΐς μικραΐς κτήσεσιν 6 ’Αττικός 6 τρόπος της διαθεσεως τών επικαρπιών χρήσιμος·
2ο έν δὲ ταΐς μεγάλαις διαμερισθέντων καί τών πρός
Of Xenophon, Oeoonomicus 12 (end).
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undertook the entire disposition and supervision of the household, following the practice which Dion used to remark in Dionysius. No one, indeed, takes the same care of another’s properly as of his own ; so that, as far as is possible, each man ought to attend to his affairs in person. We may commend also a pair of sayings, one attributed to a Persian and the other to α Libyan. The former on being asked what best conditions a horse, replied “ His master’s eye.” 0 The Libyan, when asked what kind of manure is best, answered “ The master’s footprints.”
The master and mistress should, therefore, give per- 4 sonal supervision, each to his or her special department of the household work. In small households, an occasional inspection will suffice; in estates managed through stewards, inspections must be frequent. For in stewardship as in other matters there can be no good copy without a good example ; and if the master and mistress do not attend diligently to their estate, their deputies mil certainly not do so.
Moreover, as such habits are both commendable β for moral reasons and also conducive to good management, the master and mistress will do well to rise earlier than their servants and to retire later; to treat their home as a city, and never leave it unguarded ; nor ever, by night or by day, to postpone a task which ought to be done. Rising before daylight is also to be commended ; it is a healthy habit, and gives more time for the management of the household as well as for liberal studies.
We have remarked that on small holdings the 6 Athenian method of disposing of the produce is advantageous. On large estates, after the amount for the year’s or the month’s outlay has been set S4il
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ενιαυτόν καί τών κατὰ μήνα δαπανωμένων, ομοίως 8έ καί περί σκευών χρήσεως των καθ' ημέραν καί των ολιγάκις, ταΰτα παραδοτέου τοι? εφεστώσιν. επί τούτοι? καί την επίσκεψιν αυτών διά τινος χρόνου ποιητέον, ΐνα μη λανθάνη το σωζόμενον καί τὰ έλλεΐπον.
26 Οικίαν δέ ττ ρος τε τα κτήματα άποβλέποντ α η κατασκευαστέον καί προς ύγίειαν καί προς ευημερίαν αυτών’ λέγω δέ κτήματα μεν, οἶον καρποίς καί έσθήτι ποια συμφέρει, καί τών καρπών ποια _ ζηροϊς καί ποια ΰγροίς, και τών άλλων κτημάτων ποια εμψύχοις καί ποια άψυχοις καί δούλοις καί 80 έλευθέροις καί γυναιζί καί άνδράσι καί ξένοις καί άστοϊς. καί προς ευημερίαν δὲ καί προς ύγίειαν δει εΐναι,1 εϋπνουν μεν του θέρους, ενήλιον δὲ του χειμΜνος.
Έ’ίη δ’ αν ή τοιαυτη κατάβορρος οδσα καί μη 8 Ισοπλατής. δοκέ ι δὲ καί έν ταΐς μεγάλαις οίκο-35 νομίαις χρήσιμος είναι θυρωρός, ος αν ή άχρηστος τών άλλων έργων, προς την σωτήριον τών είσ-1848 b φερομένων καί έκφερομενων. προς εύχρηστίαν δε σκευών τὰ Αακωνικόν χρή γάρ εν έκαστον έν τη αύτοΰ χωρά κεϊσθαι· οΰτω γάρ αν έτοιμον ον ου ζητοΐτο.
1 Ι omit the comma in translating.
34,2
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apart, it should he handed to the overseers ; anil so also witlι implements, whether for daily or foi· occasional use. In addition, an inspection of implements and stoves should be made periodically, so that remainders and deficiencies may alike be noted.
In constructing a homestead, we have to provide 7 for the stock which it is to shelter, and for its health and well-being. Providing· for the stock involves questions such as. these : What type of building is best for the storage of crops and of clothing ? Hoiv are we to store the dry crops, and how the moist ones ? Of the other stock, how is the living to be housed, and how the dead ? and what accommodation are we to make for slaves and free, for women and men, for foreigners and fellow-citizens ? For well-being and health, again, the homestend should be airy in summer, and sunny in winter.
A homestead possessing these qualities would be 8 longer than it is deep ; and its main front would face the south. On large estates, moreover, it seems worth while to instal as porter a man incapable of other work, to keep his eye on what passes in and out. That implements may be ready for use, the Laconian practice should be followed. Each should be kept in its own place ; thus it will always be to hand, and not require seeking.
34,8
β
16 Ι. Τόν οικονομεΐν μέλλοντα τι κατο, τρόπον των Τ€ τόπων, περί ot>s αν πραγματεύηται, μη άπείρως έχειν, καί τή φυσά. ευφυή είναι και τή προαιρέσει χο φιλόπονόν τ€ καί δίκαιον ο τι γὰρ αν άπή τούτων των μερών, πολλά διαμαρτήσεται περ'ι την πραγματείαν ήν μεταχειρίζεται.
Οίκονομίαι δε εισι τέσσοφες, ώς έν τύποι διελέ-σθαι (τὰ? γὰ/0 ὰλλα? τοθτο εμπιπτούσας εύρή-σομεν), βασιλική σατραπική πολίτικη ιδιωτική.
16 Τοότων δέ μεγίστη μεν καί άπλουστάτη ή 2 βασιλική, . . .,1 ποικιλωτάτη δε και ρφστη η πολιτική, ελάχιστη δέ και ποικιλωτάτη ή ιδιωτική, επικοινωνείν μεν τὰ πολλά ὰλλήλαυ άναγκαΐον ἔστἱν · ο'σα δέ μάλιστα δι αυτών έκάστη συμβαίνει, ταΰτα επισκεπτέον ήμΐν ἔστιν.
Πρώτον μεν τοίνυν την βασιλικήν ίδωμεν, ἔστι 20 δέ αυτή δυναμένη μεν τὰ καθόλου, είδη δε ἔχουσα τέσσαρα, περί νόμισμα, περί τὰ εξαγώγιμα, περί τα εισαγώγιμα, περί τα άναλώματα.
Τούτων δέ έκαστον [μέν] περί ... τὰ νόμισμα 3
1 Reading, after βασιλική, <juyUrni Si καί παικιλωτ&τη ή σατραπική) (Susemihl, following Goettling).
0 Or, “ the localities wherein we work.” 344
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I.	Eight udministrfttion of a household demand1! in the first place familiarity with the sphere of one’s action " ; in the second place, good natural endowments ; and in the third, an upright and industrious way of life. For the lack of any one of these qualifications will involve many a failure in the task one takes in hand.
Of such administrations there are four main types, under which all others may be classified. We have the administration of a king ; of the governors under him ; of a free state ; and of a private citizen.
Of these, that of a king is the most extensive, yet 2 at the same time the simplest. A governor’s office is also very extensive, but divided into a great variety of departments. The administration of a free state is again very varied, but it is the easiest to conduct; while that of a private individual presents the like variety, but within limits which are narrowest of all. For the most part, all four will of necessity cover the same ground; we will, however, take them in tum, and see what is especially characteristic of each.
Taking first the royal administration, we see that while theoretically its power is unlimited, it is in practice concerned with four departments, namely currency, exports, imports, and expenditure.
Taking these severally, I assign to that of currency 3 345
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λέγω1 * ποιον καϊ π ore τ ίμιαν ή εϋωνον ποιητέον, περί δέ τὰ εξαγώγιμα και είσαγώγιμα πότε και • τινα παρά, των σατραπών εν rfj ταγή εκλαβόντι αύτώ λυσιτελήσει διατίθεσθαι, περί δέ τα άναλώ-ματα τινα περιαιρετέον και πότε, και πότερον δοτέον νόμισμα εις τάς δαπάνα?, η α τω νομίσματι ώνια.
Δεύτερον δέ την σατραπικήν, ἔστι δὲ ταιίτης 4 είδη εξ των προσόδων, από γης, από των έν τη χώρη. ιδίων γινομένων, από εμπορίων,1 από τελών, από βοσκημάτων, από των άλλων.
Αυτών δέ τούτων πρώτη μεν και κρατίστη η από τής γης (αϋτη δέ εστιν ην οι μεν έκφόριον οἱ δέ δεκάτην προσαγορενουσιν), δεύτερα ή από των ιδίων γινομένη, ου μεν χρυσίον, οδ δέ άργόριον, οδ δέ χαλκός, οδ δέ όπόσα δυναται γίνεσθαι, τρίτη δέ ή από των εμπορίων,3 τετάρτη δε ή από των κατα γην τε και αγοραίων τελών γινομένη, πέμπτη ■ δέ η από τών βοσκημάτων, επικαρπία τε και δεκάτη καλουμένη, έκτη δέ ή άπό τών άλλων,
6 έπικεφάλαιόν τε και χειρωνάξιον ττροσαγορευομένη.
Τρίτον δέ την πολιτικήν, ταντης δε κρατίστη 6 μεν πρόσοδος η άπό τών ιδίων εν τη χώρμ γινομένων, εΐτα ή άπό τών εμπορίων3 και διαγωγών * εἶτα ή άπό τών εγκυκλίων,
1 Reading τούτων όό έκαστον, περί μίν τ& νόμισμα λ/γω (Susemihl, after Bekker).
*	Or (after Schneider and Bonitz) έμτοριων, “merchandise” (mss. iμττύρων, “traders”).
s Or έμττορι&ν, “merchandise” (several mss.).
*	SiayuyQtv is Boeckh’s conjecture for ms. δι’ iyibvuv. (Boeckli however takes the word to signify “tolls” or “ wayleaves "; as in Polybius iy. S3 SiayPyiov.
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the seasonable regulation of prices ; to imports and exports, the profitable disposition, at any given time, of the dues received from provincial governors ; and to expenditure, the reduction of outgoings as occasion may serve, and the question of meeting expenses by currency or by commodities.
The second kind of administration, that of the 4 governor, is concerned with six different classes of revenue ; those, namely, arising from agriculture, from the special products of the country, from markets, from taxes, from cattle, and from other sources.
Taking these in turn, the first and most important of tliem is revenue from agriculture, which some call tithe and some produce-tax." The second is that from special products ; in one place gold, in another silver, iu another copper, and so on. Third in importance is revenue from markets, and fourth tliat which arises from taxes on land and on sales. In the fifth place we have revenue from cattle, called tithe or first-fruits ; and in the sixth, revenue from other sources, which we term poll-tax, or tax on industry.
Of our third kind of administration, that of a free 5 State, the most important revenue is that arising from the special products of the country. Next follows revenue from markets and occupations ; and finally that from every-day transactions.6
0 Boeckh translates ϊi;φορίον “ Grundateuer.” But how then does it differ from των *aτα ypv rehwv below ?
ο Or (understanding λ«τουpyiwv) “regular public services.”
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Τέταρτον Se καί τελευταίου την ιδιωτικήν, αν- β τη δέ εστιν ανώμαλο? μέν διὰ τό Setv μη προς ἔνα ίο σκοπόν οίκονομείν, ελάχιστη δέ διά το και τὰ? προσόδους καί τα άναλωματα βραχέα γίνεσθαι. αυτής δέ τ αυτής κρατίστη μεν πρόσοδος ή από γης γινόμενη, δεύτερα δε ή από των άλλων εγκλημάτων,1 τρίτη δε ή από αργυρίου, χωρίς δε τούτων ο πάσαις μεν επικοινωνεΐται ταΐς οικονομίαις, is καί προσήκει σκοπεΐν αύτό μή παρέργως, μάλιστα δέ ταυτη, τό τ άναλωματα μή μείζω των προσόδων γίνεσθαι.
Έπεί τοίνυν τάς διαιρέσεις είρήκαμεν, μετά 7 τούτο πάλιν νοητέον ή μιν, ή σατραπεία, περί ήν αν πραγματευώμεθα, ή πόλις, πότερον α πάντα ‘Λ άρτι διειλόμεθα ή τὰ μέγιστα τούτων ει δυνατή φέρειν εστί, . . ι’ τούτοις χρηστέον μετά δε τούτο ποια ι των προσόδων ή τό παράπαν ούκ εΐσί, δυ-ναταί δ’ είσί γενέσθαι, ή μικροί νυν οΰσαι μείζους οιαι τινες κατασκευασθήναι, ή των άναλωμάτων των νυν άναλουμένων, τινα τε καί πόσα περι-αιρεθέντα (τά)1 ολα μηθεν βλάφει.
35 Τὰ μεν οΰν περί τάς οικονομίας τε καί τὰ μέρη 8 τὰ τούτων είρήκαμεν οσα δέ τινες των πρότερον πεπράγασιν εις πόρον χρημάτων ή τεχνικώς τι διωκησαν, δ. ύπελαμβάνομεν αξιόλογα αύτών είναι, σνναγηόχαμεν. ούδέ γάρ ταύτην τήν ιστορίαν ά-
1 Reading ^κυκ\·ημάτων (3rd Basic edition) for ms. iy-κλη μίτων, 4γκ\ιμάτων, 4y . . . μίτων,
* If τούτοιs χριστέον be read, some addition must be made to complete the sense. The words are, however, omitted by several mbs. If they are left untranslated the sentence ends at “ them.” Susemihl suggests a lacuna before τούτον.
8 <τά> inserted by Keil.
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Fourthly and lastly, we must consider the adminis- β tration of a private citizen. It is difficult to reduce this to rules owing to the necessary variety of its aims ; yet it is the most limited of the four, because both revenues and expenses are (comparatively) small. Taking its revenues in turn, the chief are those from agriculture ; next in importance, those from other every-day occupations ; while third conies interest on money. Apart from all these, there is a matter common to all kinds of administration which is best considered at this particular point, and deserves more than cursory attention. This is the importance of keeping expenditure within the limits of revenue.
Having thug enumerated the divisions of out sub- 7 ject, we must next consider whether the province or the free state with which we are concerned is able to produce all the forma of revenue we have just detailed or at least the chief of them; (and this being known) must make the best use of what we have. Next we must inquire what kinds of revenue, at present wholly lacking, are yet potentially existent; what kinds, though now small, may with care be increased ; and how far certain items of present expenditure may ■withoutprejudiceto the commonwealth be diminished.
Having spoken thus of administrations and their 8 various departments, we have further proceeded to collect such Instances as we deemed noteworthy of the means adopted by certain statesmen in times past for the replenishment of the treasury, and also of their skill in administration. These anecdotes {which
3	4,9
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χρεΐον ύπελαμβάνομεν είναι. ἔστι γάρ ότε τούτων Εφαρμόσει· rots οἶα αν αυτός πραγματεύηται.1
II.	Κύφελος ό Κορινθίας εύξάμενος τοι Δη', έαν κύριος γένηται της ιτόλεως, τα όντα Κορινθίοις πάντα άναθήσειν, εκέλευσεν αυτούς άπογράφασθαι, άπογραφαμένων δὲ τούτων τό δ εκατόν μέρος παρ' έκαστου έλαβε, τοι? Se λοιποί ς εκέλευσεν εργά-ζεσθαι. περιελθόντος δέ του ενιαυτού τό αυτό τοΰτο έποίησεν, ώστε συνέβαινεν έν δέκα ετεσι κεΐνόν Τ€ άπαντα έχειν, άπερ άνιέρωσεν, τούς τε Κορινθίους ετερα κεκτήσθαι.
Αύγδαμις Ν άξιος έκβαλών φυγάδας, επειδή τὰ 2 κτήματα αυτών ούθεις ήθέλησεν ὰλλ’ ή βραχέος άγοράζειν, αύτοΐς τοΐς φυγάσιν απέδοτο, τά τε αναθήματα, οσα ήν αυτών εν τισιν εργαστηρίοις ήμίεργα άνακείμενα, έπώλει τοΐς τε φυγάσι και των ὰλλων τω βουλομένω ώατ έπιγραφήναι τό τοΰ πριαμένου όνομα,
Βυζάντιοι δε δεηθέντες χρημάτων τα, τεμένη τα 3 δημόσια άπέδοντο, τὰ μεν κάρπιμα χρόνον τινα, τὰ δε άκαρπα άεννάως, τά τε θιασωτικά και τα πατριωτικά ωσαύτως, και όσα εν χωρίοις ιδιωτικοί? ήν ώνοΰντο γάρ πολλοΰ ὥν ήν και τό άλλο κτήμα, τοΐς δέ θιασώταις ετερα χωρία3 τὰ δημόσια, όσα ήν περί τό γυμνάσιον ή τήν αγοράν ή
1 Reading τι after τούτων and ns ots for rots ota (see Susemihl’s note).
* A verb is omitted in the Greek.
" See the seventh Speech of the Athenian orator Lysias.
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follow), seemed to us by no means lacking in utility; being capable from time to time of application by others to the business they themselves have in hand.
II. Cypselus of Corinth had made a vow that if he became master of the city, he would offer to Zeus the entire property of the Corinthians. Accordingly lie commanded them to make a return of their possessions ; which done, he took from oach a tenth part, and told them to employ the remainder in trailing.
A ycai· lalcr, he repented the process, And so in ten years’ time it came tn pass that Cypselus received the entire amount which ne had dedicated.; while the Corinthians on their part had replaced all that they had paid him
Lygdamis of Naxos, after driving into exile a party 2 of trie inhabitants, found that no one would give him a fair price for their property. He therefore sold it to the exiled owners. The exiles had left behind them a number of works of art destined for temple offerings, which lay in certain workshops in an unfinished condition. These Lygdamis proceeded to sell to the exiles and whoso else would buy them; allowing each purchaser to have his name engraved on the offering.
The people of Byzantium, being in need of funds, 8 sold such dedicated lands as belonged to the State ; those under crops, for a term of years, and those uncultivated, in perpetuity. In like manner they sold lands appropriated to religious celebrations or ancestral cults, not excepting those that were on private estates “; for the owners of the surrounding land were ready to give a high price for them. To the dispossessed celebrants (they assigned) such other public lands surrounding the gymnasium, the 351
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20 τόν λιμένα,1 τους τε τόπους τους αγοραίους, έν οΐς επώλει τις τί' και της θαλάττης την αλιείαν, και την των όλων ὰλ[ατ]θ7τωλίον, των τ' εργαζομένων θαυματοποιών καί μάντεων και φαρμακοπωλών και των άλλων των τοιουτοτρόπων . . ,3· τό τρίτον δὲ μέρος του εργαζομένου αποτέλεΐν ἔταξω. των τε νομισμάτων την καταλλαγην άπέΒοντο μια 26 τραπέζη· έτέρω δἔ ούκ ή ν ούθενί ούτε άποδόσθαι ετέρφ οΰτε ττρίασθαι παρ ετέρου· ει δἔ μη, στέρησις ήν.
"Οντος δἔ νόμου αυτοΐς μη είναι πολίτην ος αν μη εξ αστών άμφοτέρων ή, χρημάτων δεηθέντες εψηφίσαντο τον έξ ενός όντα άστοΰ1 καταβαλόντα μνας τριάκοντα εἶναι πολίτην.
80 Ἑ ν σιτοδεία δὲ γενόμενοι και απορούντες χρημάτων κατήγαγον τα πλοία τα εκ τοΰ ΐΐόντον χρόνου δέ γενομένου, των εμπόρων άγανακτουντων έτέλουν αυτοΐς τόκους επιδέκατους- τοΐς δ* ώνου-μένοις τι έταξαν χωρίς της τιμής διδόναι τό επι-δέκατον.
Μετοίκων δέ τινων έπιΒεδανεικότων επί κτήμα-18Η * σιν, ούκ οΰσης αυτοΐς εγκτήσεως* εφηφίσαντο τό τρίτον μέρος είσφέροντα τοΰ δανείου τον βουλό-μενον κυρίως έχειν τό κτήμα.
Ιππίας [ό] Αθηναίος τό. ύπερέχοντα των νπε- 4
1 Ι transpose this comma and the colon in the next line.
8 Heading τί)» ipyaclav έΒ-ήμινσαν, (?) after τοιουτοτρόπως.
8 do-roO (for αύτοΟ mss.) is restored by Sylburg from the Latin version o.
» έ·γκτήσοωί Is Schneider’s correction of ms, έκτίσεωs, ίκτήαεοκ, or έκκτήσοωί.
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agora, or the harbour, as belonged to the State. Moreover they claimed as public property all open spaces where anything was sold, together with the sea-fisheries, the traffic m salt, and the trade of professional conjurors, soothsayers,charm-sellers,and the like ; exacting from all these one-third of their gains. The right of changing money they sold to a single bank, whose proprietor was given a monopoly of the sale and purchase of coin, protected under penalty of confiscation.
And whereas previously the rights of citizenship were by law confined to those whose parents were both citizens, lack of funds induced them to offer citizenship to him who had one citizen parent on payment of the sum of thirty minae.”
On another occasion, when food and funds were both scarce, they called home all vessels that were trading in the Pontus. On the merchants protesting, they were at length allowed to trade on payment of a tithe of their profits. This tax of 10 per cent was also extended to purchases of every kind.
It happened that certain aliens residing in the city had lent money on the security of citizens’ property. As these aliens did not possess the right of holding such property, the people offered to recognize the title of anyone who chose to pay into the treasury one third of the amount secured.
Hippias of Athens offered for sale upper stories that 4
° A mina of silver (lib. 5 oz. avoirdupois) was coined into 100 drachmae, each being an artisan’s ordinary daily wage.
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β ρώων els τὰ? δημοσίας οδούς καί τούς αναβαθμούς και τὰ προφράγματα καί τὰ? θύρας τὰ? άνοιγομένας ἔξω έπώλησεν ώνοΰντο οΰν ὥν ην τὰ κτήματα, καί συνελέγη χρήματα οϋτω συχνά.
Τό τε νόμισμα το ον Άθηναίοις άδόκιμον έποίησε, τάξας δε τιμήν εκέλευσε προς αυτόν άνακομίζειν· ίο συνελθόντων δὲ έπι τω κόψα ι έτερον χαρακτήρα, εξεδωκε τό αυτό άργύριον.
”Οσοι τε τριηραρχέω ή φυλαρχεΐν ή χορηγεΐν ή τινα εις έτέραν λειτουργίαν τοια,ύτην ήαελλον δαπανάν, τίμημα τάξας μέτριον εκέλευσε τον βονλόμενον άποτίσαντα τούτο έγγράφεσθαι εις τούς λελειτουρ-γη κότας.
15 Τή τε Ιερεία τή τής Αθήνας τής εν άκροπόλε ι υπέρ του άποθανόντος φέρειν χοίνικα κριθίον και πυρών ετεραν και οβολόν, καί ότψ αν παίδαρων γένηται, τό αύτό τούτο.
Αθηναίοι δέ οἱ εν ΤΙοτιδαιγ οικοϋντες δεόμενοι 6 χρημάτων εις τον πόλεμον απογράφασθαι άπασι 20 συνέταξαν τάς ούσίας, μή αθρόας εις τον αύτοΰ δήμον έκαστον, αλλά κατά κτήμα έν φ τό πω έκαστον εΐη, ϊνα οἱ πένητες δύνωνται ύποτιμάσθαι· οτω δε μή ήν κτήμα μηθέν, τό σώμα διμναΐον τιμή-οασθαι. από τούτων οΰν είσέφερον τό επιγραφεν έκαστος σφον τή πόλει.
° Cf Goethe, Wahrheit und Diohtung, Book I. “In Frankfurt, as in several ancient cities, those who had erected ■wooden buildings had sought to obtain more room by allowing the first and higher floors to overhang the street. ... At last a law was carried that in all entirely new houses the first floor alone should project; above that, the wall should be perpendicular.”
The poet’s father, wishing to rebuild his house without 85+
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projected over the ))ublic streets," together with flights of steps, railings, anil doors that opened outwards. The owners of the buildings bought them, and in this way a large sum of money was collected.
He also called in b the existing currency, promising to pay the holders at a fixed rate. But when t-hey came to receive the new mintage, he reissued the old coins.
Those who were expecting to equip a war-vessel or preside over a tribe or train a chorus or undertake the expense of some other public service of the kind, he allowed, if they chose, to commute the scivice for a moderate sum, and to be enrolled on the list of those who had performed it.
Moreover, whenever a citizen died, the priestess of the temple of Athena on the Acropolis" was to receive one quart measure of barley, one of wheat, and a silver obolusf And when a child was bom, the father paid the same dues.
The Athenian colonists at Potidaea, being in need 5 of funds for the wav, agreed that all should make a return of their property for assessment of tax. But instead of each returning the entire amount to his own parish, properties were to be assessed separately, each in its own locality, so that the poor might propose a reduced assessment; while those without any (landed) property were assessed at two minae a head. On these assessments each man. paid the State the * full amount of the -wav-tax.
sacrifice of floor-space, underpinned the upper stones and renewed the building piecemeal fiom below. Of also § 14.
6 Lit. “ rendered invalid."
• This was the public treasury, like the Temple of Saturnus at Rome.	- - - -
4	^ of the drachma. See § 8 above.
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2t (Σωσίπολις)1 Άντισσαΐος [δέ], δεηθείσης τή? 8 ττόλεσ)? χρημάτων, είθισμένων [δέ] αύτών λαμπρώς άγειν Διονυσία, εν οἶ? ὰλλα τ€ πολλά άνήλισκον εξ ενιαυτοί παρασκευάζοντας, καί Ιερεΐα πολυτελή, ύπογΰου δέ οΰσης ταΰτης τής εορτής, επεισεν αύτονς τω μεν Διονύσω ενξασθαι ές νέωτα αποδώ-80 creiv διπλάσια, ταΰτα δε συναγαγόντας άποδόσθαι. συνελέγη οδν αντοΐς χρήματα ούκ ολίγα προς την χρείαν.
Ααμφακηνοί δέ προσδόκιμων ούσών τριήρων 7 πολλών προς αυτούς, οντος μεδίμνου των αλφίτων τετραδράχμον, προσέταξαν τοΐς άγοραίοις πωλείν 85 εξάδραχμον, καί του ελαίου τόν χοα όντα δραχμών (τριών),1 τεττάρων και τριωβόλου, του τε οίνου και των άλλων ωσαύτως, τήν μεν οδν άρχαίαν 1847 b τιμήν έλάμβανεν 6 ιδιώτης, το δὲ πλέον ή πόλις, και ευπόρησε χρημάτων.
' H ρακλεώται πέμποντες ναΰς τεσσαράκοντα επί 8 τούς εν Βοσπόρφ τυράννους, ούκ εύπορούμενοι 6 χρημάτων παρά των έμπορων συνηγόρασαν τον τε σίτον πάντα και το ἔλαιον και τον οἶνον καί την άλλην αγοράν χρόνου διισταμένου εν ὥ έμελλαν άποδώσειν την τιμήν, τοι? τε δη έμπορο ι? καλώς εΐχε μή κοτυλίζειν, αλλ* άθρόα τὰ φορτία πεπρα-σθαι, εκείνοι τε διδόντες δι άλλην ου8 μισθόν παρ-10 ήγον [ὰλλὰ] τήν αγοράν έν όλκάσι, (καί) άνδρα ταμίαν επέστησαν εφ' έκαστη των νεών. άφ·
1 The name, omitted in the Greek ms>s., is supplied from the Latin version c.
*	<τριώ>> is inserted by Boeckh.
*	Reading διμήνον (Kircbhoff) for ms. δι ΛΧΚην ού.
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The city of Antissa had been accustomed to cele- 6 brale the festival of Dionysus with great magnificence. Year by year® great provision was made for the occasion, and costly sacrifices were prepared. Now one year the city found itself in need of funds ; and shortly before the festival, on the proposal of a citizen named Sosipolis, the people after vowing that they would next yeav offer to Dionysus a double amount, collected all that had lice α provided anil sold it. In this way they realized a large sum of money to meet their necessity.
On one occasion the people of Lnmpsacus were 7 expecting to be attacked by a (urge fleet of triremes.*’ The price of barley meal being then four drachmae for a bushel and a half, they instructed the retailers to sell it at six drachmae. Oil, which was at three drachmae for six pints, was to be sold at four drachmae and a half, and wine and other commodities at a proportionate increase. Ια this way the retailer got the original price, while the State took the addition and filled its treasury.
The people of Heradea, being about to dispatch a 8 fleet of forty ships against the lords of Bosporus, were at a loss for the necessary funds. They therefore bought up all the merchants' stock of corn and oil and wine and other marketable commodities, agreeing to pay at a future date. The merchants' were well satisfied that they had disposed of their cargoes without breaking bulk.; and the people, advancing two months’ pay to their armament, sent along with it a fleet of merchant-vessels laden with the commodities, every ship being in charge of a public official. When 1
1 War-ships, each propelled by some 174 rowers ranked in three tiers.
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1347 b ίΚο μενών δ’ είο τήν πόλε μίαν αυτών ήγόραζον οἱ στρατιώται παρά τούτων άπαντα. πρότερον (οΰν) συνελέγη αργύρων η1 έδἶδοσαν οἱ στρατηγοί πάλιν τον μισθόν, ώστε συνεβαινε ταύτό [τὰ]“ άργύριον is δίδοσθαι εως εις οίκον άπηλθον.
Λακεδαιμόνιοι Σαμίων δεηθέντων χρήματα αύτοΐς 9 εις την κάθοδον δούναι, εφηφίααντο μίαν ημέραν καί αυτούς καί τούς οίκετα? καί τὰ υποζύγια νηστεΰσαι, όσον δε εδαπάνα έκαστος, τοσοΰτον δούναι τοι? Σαμιοις.
20 Χαλκηδόνιοι δε, ξένων εν τη πόλει συχνών παρ’ 10 αύτοΐς γινομένων, όφείλοντες αύτοΐς μισθόν ούκ ήδύναντο διαλΰσαι. ανήγγειλαν οΰν, ει τις τών πολιτών ή μετοίκων σΰλον εχει κατά πόλεως ή ιδιώτου καί βούλεται λαβεΐν, άπογράφασθαι. άπο-% γραφόμενων δέ συχνών, τὰ ττλοΐα τὰ πλέοντα εις τον Πόντον εσύλων μετά προφάσεως εύλογου, έταξαν δέ χρόνον εν φ λόγον ύπέρ αυτών εφασαν ποιήσασθαι, συλλεγέντων δε χρημΛτων συχνών τούς μεν στρατιώτας άπήλλαξαν, υπέρ δέ τών ούλων διεδικάσαντο. τοΐς δε μη δικαίως συλη-*ο θεΐσιν ή πόλις από τών προσόδων άπεδίδου.
Κυζικηνοί δέ στασιάσαντες προς άλλήλους, 11 επικρατήσαντος τοΰ δήμου, τών δέ πλουσίων συνειλημμενων, όφείλοντες χρήματα στρατιώταις
1	Reading upbrtpov οΰν νννελίγη τάρ-,νριαν t) (Schneider’s correction of vpirepov σννελίγη ή ipyuptov, the reading of most MSS.),
2	rb bracketed by Schneider.
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the expedition reached its goal, the men purchased from these officials all they needed. In this way, the money was collected before the leaders again paid their men ; so that the same payment sufficed until the expedition returned home.
When the Samians entreated the Lacedaemonians 9 for money to enable thrm to return to their country, the Lacedaemonians passed a resolution that they and their servants and their beasts of burden should go without food for one day; and that the expense each one thus saved should be given to the Samians.
The people of Chalcedon had a large number of 10 mercenary troops in their city, to whom they could not pay the wages they owed, Accordingly they made proclamation that anyone, either citizen or alien, who had right of reprisal against any city or individual, and wished to exercise it. should have his name entered on a list.. A large number of names was enrolled, and the people thus obtained a specious pretext for exercising reprisal upon ship** that were passing on their way to the Pontus. They accordingly arrested the ships and fixed a period within which they would consider any claims that might be made in respect of them. Having now a large fund in hand, they paid off the mercenaries, and set up a tribunal to decide the claims ; and those whose goods had been unjustly seized were compensated out of the revenues of the state,
At Cyzicus, civil strife broke out between the π democratic and oligarchic parties. The former proved victorious, and the rich ciLizens were placed under arrest. But as the city owed money to its troops, a
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έφηφίσαντο μή θανατὥσαι τούς συνειλημμένους, ὰλλὰ χρήματα πραξαμένους φυγαδεΰσαι.
·16 Χΐοι δέ, νόμου οντος αύτοΐς άπογράφεσθαι τα 12 χρέα εις τό δημόσιον, δεηθεντες χρημάτων έφηφι-1348 α σαντο τούς όόείλοντας μεν άποδοΰνα ι τη πόλει τα δάνεια, την δε πάλιν εκ των προσόδων τούς τόκους τοΐς δεδανεικόσι καταφέρειν, εως αν κατά1 το άρχαΐον εύπορήσωσιν.
Μαύσωλος 6 Καρίας τύραννος, πέμποντος βασι- 13 Β λέως προς αυτόν επί τω τους φόρους δοΰναι, συν-αγαγών τούς εύπορωτάτους εν τή χώρα έλεγεν ότι ό βασιλεύς αιτεί τούς φόρους, αυτός δέ ούκ εύ-πορεΐται.	κατασκευαστοϊ δ’ άνδρες αύτω ευθέως
έπηγγέλλοντο, όσον είσοίσει έκαστος, τούτων Si τοΰτο προσόντων, οἱ εύπορώτεροι τα. μεν αίσχυνό-10 μενοι τὰ δὲ φοβούμενοι πολλω τούτων (πλείω}* έπηγγέλλοντο καί είσέφερον.
Πάλιν δεηθε'ις χρημάτων εξεκκλησιάσας τοΐς Μυλασσέδοιν ελεγεν ότι μητρόπολις οΰσα η πόλις αύτου αυτή ατείχιστος εστιν, ό δὲ βασιλεύς επ' αύτόν στρατεύει. εκέλευσεν ούν τούς Μολαα·στἴ?
16 φέρειν έκαστον ότι πλεΐστα χρήματα, φάσκων αυτούς τοΐς νΰν είσενεχθεΐσι και τα λοιπά, σώζειν. εισενεχθέντων Si πολλών τα μεν χρήματα είχε, τό δὲ τείχος ούκ έφη τον θεόν (έαν)8 εν τω παρόντι οίκοδομεΐν,
Κόνδαλο? Μαυσὥλου ύπαρχος, οπότε διαπορευο- 14 μένω αύτφ διὰ της χώρας προσενέγκοι τις πρόβατον
1 Oϊ, reading καί (Cameiatius) for κατί, “ until it -was able to repay the principal as well."
4	<πλβ/ω> added by the Aldine edition.
* <(av> inserted by Scallger.
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resolution was passed that the lives of those under arrest should be spared, and that they should be allowed to depart into exile on paying a sum of money to the state.
At Chios there was a law that all debts should be 12 entered on a public register. Being in need of funds, the people resolved that debtors should pay their debts into the treasury, anil that the state should meet the creditors’ interest out of its revenues until iis former prosperity returned.
Mausolus lord of Caria received fiom the King of 13 Persia “ a demand for tribute. Therefore he summoned the wealthiest men in his dominion, and told them that the King was asking for the tribute, and he had not the means of paying it. Men whom he had previously suborned at once came forward and declared what each was ready to contribute. With this example before them, they who were wealthier than tliesc, partly in shame and partly in alarm, promised and paid much larger sums than the others.
Being again in lack of funds, Mausolus summoned a public meeting of the people of Mylassa and told them that the King of Persia was preparing· to attack him; and that Mylassa his capital city was unfortified. He therefore bade the citizens contribute each as liberally as he could, saying that what they now paid in would afford security to the rest of their possessions. By these means he obtained large contributions. But though he kept the money, he declared that heaven, for tne present, forbade the bnilding of the walls.
Condalus, who was a lieutenant-governor under 14 Mausolus, whenever on his progress through the country he was presented with a sheep, a pig, or a
• Probably Artaxerxes II. who reigned 405-359 b.c.
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13ί* ο ή ΰν ή μόσχον, άπογραφάμενος τον δόντο καί τον χρόνον, άπαγαγόντα eiy οΐκον έ κέλευε τρέφειν έως αν έπανέλθοι· οπότε δέ δοκοίη χρόνος Ικανός εἶναι, αὰτό τε τὰ τροφόν καί την επικαρπίαν λογιασμένος άπήτει. των τε δένδρων τα ύπερέχοντα η πίπτοντα 26 εις τάς οδούς τάς βασιλικός επώλει ως επικαρπίας.1 Των δε στρατιωτών €ἴ τις τελευτήσειε, διαπύλων επώλει δραχμήν του σώματος· άμα τε οΰν εντεύθεν καί άργυριον ελάμβανεν, αμα τε οι ηγεμόνες ου παρ-εκρουοντο αυτόν, πότε τετελεύτηκεν 6 στρατιώτης. Τούς τε Αυκίονς ορών αγαπώντας τὰ τρίχωμα 80 φορείν, εφησε γράμματα ήκειν παρά, βασιλεως, κόμας άποστεΐλαι εις προκομία, προστετάχθαι οΰν α ύτω ΰπό Ήίαυσώλου άποκεΐραι α ντους, εφησεν οΰν, ει βούλονται επικεφαλαιον τακτόν αύτω δούναι, μεταπέμφασθαι εκ της ’ΕλλάΖος κόμην, οἱ δε ασμένως ἔδοσαν ο ήτει, καί συνελέγη χρήματα πολλά από όχλου πολλου.
as Αριστοτέλης Ῥόδιο? αρχών Φωκαίας, άπορων ις χρημάτων, όρων στάσεις οΰσας δύο τών Φωκαίων 1848 b λόγους έποιήσατο προς τήν έτέραν στάσιν έν άπορ-ρήτοις, φάσκων αύτώ διδόναι χρήματα τούς ετέρους έφ* φ αύτόΐς τὰ πράγματα έγκλΐναι, αυτός δε μάλλον βούλεσθαι παρά τούτων λαβειν και τὰ περί ι τήν πάλιν τούτοις διοικεΐν παραδοΰναι. ακουσαντες δέ ταΰτα ευθέως τά χρήματα οι παρόντες πορι-σαντες όσα εκέλενσεν έδωκαν. 6 δε τοΐς έτέροις πάλιν έδειζεν α είληφώς εϊη παρά τών ετερων οι 1 ws iiriKapurlas is Goettling’s emendation for rit {. (mss.)·
• Mentioned by Ptoclue in his commentary on the Tvmamis of Plato. A coin of Phocaea is extant bearing the name.
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calf, had a record made of the donor’s name and of the date. He then bade the man take the beast home and keep it until he should again pass that way. After what he considered a sufficient interval, ne would demand the beast together with such profits as he reckoned it had produced. All trees, too, which projected over the king’s highway, or fell thereon, he sold as profits accruing to the Slate.
When one of his soldiers died, he charged a drachma for the right of passing the body through the gates. This was not only a source of revenue, but a check on the commanders, who were thus prevented from falsifying the date of the man’s death.
Noticing that the Lycians were fond of wearing their hair long, Condalus proclaimed that a dispatch ha.d arrived from the King ordering him to send hair to make forelocks for his horses ; and that Mausolus had therefore instructed him to shave their heads. However, if they would pay him a fixed sum pei· head, he would send to Greece for hair. They were glad to comply with his demand, and a large sum was collected, the number of those taxed being great.
Aristoteles of Rhodes,® when governor of Phocaea, 15 found himself in need of funds. Noticing that there were at Phocaea two opposing parties, he held a secret conference with one of them, at which he declared that the other party, was offering him money if he would favour their pretensions; that he, however, preferred to receive from those now before him, and to entrust to them the administration of the city, On hearing this, they immediately contributed the money he asked, and gave it him. Thereupon he told the other party what he had received from them ;
ARISTOTLE
Ss καί αυτοί έφασαν ούκ έλάττω δώσειν. λαβών δέ παρ’ άμφοτέρων κατήλλαξεν αυτούς προς άλλη· λους.
ίο Τοι? τε πολίταις κατιδών οΰσας S/κας ττολλάς, καί μεγάλος εκ ττολλοϋ χρόνου ά8ικίας τούτοι? διὰ πόλεμον, δικαστήριον καθ ία ας προέΐπεν, όσοι αν μη δικάσωνται χρόνου αν1 * έθηκε, μηκέτι είναι υπέρ των προτέρων εγκλημάτων κρίσεις, τό τε δή παραβόλιον1 πολλών δικών καί τάς εκκλήτους3 * * μετ is επιτιμίων εφ’ αυτόν ποιούμενος καί παρ’ εκατέρων αργύρων δι ετέρων1 λαμβάνων, συνήγαγεν ούκ όλιγα χρήματα.
Κλαζομένιοι δ’ εν σιτοδείες δντες χρημάτων τε 1β άποροΰντες εφηφίσαντο, παρ οϊς έλαιόν εστι των ιδιωτών, 8 αν είσαι πη πόλει επί τόκω· γίνεται δὲ 20 πολύς οΰτος ό καρπός εν τη χώρψ αυτών. δανει-σάντων δέ μισθωσάμενοι πλοία άπέστειλαν εις τὰ εμπόρια, δθεν αντοΐς ήκε σίτος, υποθήκης γενομένης τής τοΰ ελαίου τιμής.
Όφείλοντες ατρατιώταις μισθόν είκοσι τάλαντα καί ου (δούναι)6 δυνάμενοι τόκον εφερον τοΐς ήγεμόσι τέτταρα τάλαντα τοΰ ενιαυτού’ επεί δέ 26 τοΰ μεν αρχαίου άπέκοπτον ούθέν, αει δέ μάτην έδαπάνων, νόμισμα έκοφαν σιδηροΰν ε/ς αργυρίου λόγον είκοσι ταλάντων, εἶτα διδοντες τοΐς ευπορώ-
1 χρθνιρ Ον is Susemihl’s emendation. The mss. have
χρόνον, καί χρόνον, or καί χρόνων.
a παραβόλιον is Susemihl’s emendation. The mss. have παραβολόν, παραβόλον, παραβολήν, or παραβολή. Perhaps παρακαταβολην should be restored.
*	ίκκλ-ήτου; is Schneider’s emendation for lie. έ-/κλ·ήτουι.
Perhaps <ris> should be inserted before μ ιτ ίπιτιμίων.
*	Perhaps δι’ ετέρων should be omitted. Wolford renders ι 364
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and they in tum promised him at least an equal amount. Having thus taken the money of both factions, he effected a reconciliation between them.
He also observed that there were many law-suits pending between the citizens, and that they had grave and long-standing plaints against one another which had arisen in course of war. He therefore appointed a tribunal, and made proclamation that all who failed to appear before it within a stated period should lose the right to a legal decision of their outstanding claims. Then, by taking into his own hands the court-fees for a number of suits, and also those appeal-cases which involved penalties, and receiving [through others] money from both sides, he obtained altogether a very considerable sum.
The people of Clazomenae, suffering from dearth 16 of grain and scarcity of funds, passed a resolution that any private citizens who had stores of oil should lend it to the State at interest; this being a produce which their land bears in abundance. The loan arranged, they hired vessels and sent them to the depots whence they obtained their grain, (and bought a consignment) on security of the value of the oil.
The same people, owing their mercenaries twenty talents of pay and being unable to find it, were giving the leaders of the troop four talents of interest each year. But failing to reduce the capital debt, and committed to this fruitless dram on their revenue, they struck an iron coinage of twenty talents, bearing the face-value of the silver. This they distributed * &
“ and by taking bribes from each party through the instrumentality of the other.”
& <δοΰναι> is added by Spengel and Susemihl. Schneider suggests <iia\vtai> or <Ji50rai> after δυνάμα/οι.
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1348Ι>τάτοι? έν τή πόλει κατά λόγον εκάστω αργύρων παρ' εκείνων ελαβον ἴσον. οἴ συν ίδιώται εἶχον τὰ? καθ' ημέραν χρείας άναλίσκειν, καί η πόλις so τον χρέους άπηλλάγη. δεύτερον 8ε εκ των προσόδων εκείνο ι? τόν τε τόκον κατεφερον (και) αίε'ι διαιρονντες εκάστω προς μέρος διεδίδοσαν, τούς δε σίδηρους εκομίζοντο.
ΣηλνβριανοΙ δέ δεηθεντες χρημάτων, νόμου οντος 17 αυτοί? σΐτον μη εξάγειν . . .ι έν λιμω γενομένοις,
86 εκείνοις δέ υπάρχοντας σίτου παλαιού, εφηφίσαντο τη πόλει παραδοΰναι τούς ίδιαπας τον σΐτον της 1349« τε ταγμένης τιμής, ύπολειπόμενον έκαστον ενιαυτού τροφήν■ εΐτα εξαγωγήν εδωκαν τω βουλομενω, τάξαντες τιμήν ψ εδόκει καλώς εχειν αύτοΐς.
Άβυδηνοι δε, διὰ στασιασμόν τής χώρας αργόν 18 γενομενης, καί των μετοίκων ού προϊεμενων αύτοΐς 6 ουδόν διά το καί ἔτι οφείλειν, εφηφίσαντο τον βονλόμενον τοΐς γεωργοΐς δανείζειν, ως εργάσων-ται, ως πρώτοις αύτοΐς εσομενης τής κομιδής εκ του καρπού, τοΐς δε άλλοις εκ των λειπομενών.
'Έφεσιοι δεηθεντες χρημάτων νόμον εθεντο μή 19 ίο φορεϊν χρυσόν τάς γυναίκας, όσον δέ νυν ἔχουσι, δανεΐσαι τή πόλει.
1 Iieil and Susemihl suspect a lacuna before iv \ίμψ. The former suggests <rots ίλλοΐ5>, “. . . a law which forbade the export of grain <to other peoples> suffering from famine." The latter conjectures τΆν μιν Λλλοιν ίν \ιμφ yενωμένων, "... a law which forbade the export of grain. On one occasion, however, they were in need of funds j and as <others were suffering from famine while> they possessed . .
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proportionately among the wealthiest citizens, and received from them silver to the same amount. Through this expedient, the private citizens possessed a currency which was good for their daily needs, and the state was relieved of its debt. Next, they proceeded to pay interest out of revenue to those who had advanced the silver; andlittle by little distributed repayment among them, recalling ai, the same time the currency of iron.®
The people of Selybria had a law, passed in time 17 of famine, which forbade the export of grain. On one occasion, however, they were in need of funds ; . and as they possessed large stores of grain, they passed a resolution that citizens should deliver up their corn to the state at the regular fixed price, each retaining for himself a year’s supply. They then granted right of export to any who desired it, fixing what they deemed a suitable price.
At Abydos civil strife had caused the land to re- 18 main uncultivated; while the resident aliens, to ,; whom the city was already indebted, refused to make any further advances. A resolution was accordingly passed that anyone who would might lend money to enable the farmers to cultivate their land, on the understanding that the lender had the first claim on its produce ; others taking from what was then left.
• The people of Ephesus, being in need of funds, 19 passed a law forbidding their women to wear gold, and ordering them to lend the State what gold they had in their possession.
“ Plutarch (Life of Lvcuryus) speaks of an iron currency at Sparta, and Seneca. (J3e bentfieiU) of & leathern one. These, not Being exchangeable abroad, threw the nation upon its own resources and prevented the import of luxuries.
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Των τε κιόνων (τισι)1 των έν τω νεώ τάξαντες άργυριον ο δει καταβαλεΐν εἴων επιγράφεσθαι τὰ όνομα τον δόντος το άργυριον ως άνατεθεικότος.
Διονύσιος Συρακούσιος βουλόμενος χρήματα 20 16 συναγαγεΐν, εκκλησίαν ποιήσας εφησεν εωρακέναι την Δήμητραν, και κελενειν τον των γυναικών κόσμον εις τὰ Ιερόν άποκομίζειν. αυτός μεν οΰν των παρ’ αύτω γυναικών τον κόσμον τοΰτο ττεποιη-κεναι· ήξίου δὲ και τούς άλλους, μή τι μήνιμα παρά τής θεοΰ γενηται· τον δέ μή τούτο ποιήσαντα 20 ένοχον όφησεν ιεροσυλίας εαεσθαι. άνενεγκάντων δέ πάντων α είχον διὰ τε τήν Θεόν καί δι’ εκείνον, θυσας τή θεώ τον κόσμον άπηνεγκατο ως παρά της θεοΰ δεδανεισμε'νος. προελθόντος δέ χρόνου και των γυναικών πάλιν φοραυσών, εκελενσε την βου-λομόνην χρυσοφορεΐν τάγμα τι άνατιθεναι εν τω
*ρφ· f	„	,	,
ss Ύριήρεις τε ναυπηγεΐσθαι μόλλων ηδει οτι δεη-σοιτο χρημάτων, εκκλησίαν οΰν σνναγαγών εφη πάλιν αύτω τινα προδίδοσθαι, εις ήν δεΐσθαι χρημάτων, ήξίου τε αύτω τούς πολίτας εισενεγκαι δυο στατήρας έκαστον οἱ δ* εισηνεγκαν. διαλιπών δέ δύο ή τρεις ημέρας, ως διημαρτηκώς τής πράξεως,
(0 επαινέαας αυτούς άπεδωκεν εκάστω ο εισηνεγκαν,
1 <τ«τ1> inserted by Keil i otherwise, “ They also assessed each pillar in their temple at a certain price, and offered to any citizen who was willing to pay it, the right of having his name Inscribed thereon as the donor.”
« This temple, dedicated to Artemis, was restored with great magnificence after its destruction by fire in 356 b.c. 368
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They also offered to any citizen Λνΐιο was willing to pay a fixed sum the right of having his name inscribed on a certain pillar of their temple “ as the donor thereof.
Dionysius of Syracuse, being desirous of collecting 20 funds, called α public assembly, and declared that Demeter had appeared to him, and bade him convey all the women s ornaments into her temple. That lie himself had done so with the ornaments of his own household ; and the others must now follow liis example, and thereby avoid any visitation of tlie goddess’s anger. Anyone who failed to comply would, he declared, be guilty of sacrilege. Through fear of the goddess as well as of the despot, all the citizens brought in whatever they had. Then Dionysius, after sacrificing to the goddess, removed the ornaments to his own treasury as a loan which he had borrowed from her. As time went on, the women again appeared with precious ornaments. Dionysius thereupon, issued a decree, that any woman who desired to wear gold should make an offering of a fixed amount in the temple.
Intending to build a fleet of triremes, Dionysius knew that he should require funds for the purpose. He therefore called an assembly and declared that a certain city was offered to him by traitors, and he needed money to pay them. The citizens therefore must contribute two staters apiece.6 The money was paid; but after two or three days, Dionysius, pretending that the plot had failed, thanked the citizens and returned to each his contribution. In For its fame see Acts xix, Portions of the sculptured pillars are to be seen in the British Museum.
6 The stater was a Persian gold coin worth dO drachmae. (See § 3.)
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ποιήσας δέ τοΰτο άνεκτήσατο τούς πολίτας. εΐτα πάλιν . . οίομενοι άπολήφεσθαι είσήνεγκαν ο δὲ λαβών εΐχεν εις την ναυπηγίαν.
Ούκ εύπορων δέ αργυρίου νόμισμα εκοφε κατ-τιτέρου, και συναγαγών εκκλησίαν πολλά του 38 κε κομμένου νομίσματος ΰπερειπεν, οι δε εφηφίσαντο καί μη βουλόμενοι έκαστος δ αν εϊλετο εχειν ως άργυροΰν αλλά μη καττιτέρινον.
1849 b Πάλιν τε δεηθείς χρημάτων η ξ ίου τους πολιτας είσενεγκεΐν αύτώ- οι δ' ούκ έφασαν εχειν. έξ· ενέγκας οΰν τὰ σκεύη τὰ παρ' αΰτοΰ έπώλει, ώς δη δι απορίαν τοΰτο ποιων αγοραζόντων δε Συρα-κουσίων άπεγράφετο τί έκαστος άγοράσειεν επεί β δε την τιμήν κατάβολον, έκέλευσε τὰ σκεύος ὰνα-φέρειν έκαστον δ ήγόρασεν.
Τὥν δέ πολιτών διὰ τὰ? εισφοράς ού τρεφόντων βοσκήματα εΐπεν ότι ικανά ήν αύτώ προς τοαοΰτοντους οΰν νυν τι κτησαμενους ατελείς εσεσθαι. πολλών δε ταχύ κτησαμένων πολλά βοσκήματα, ίο ως ατελή εξάντων, επεί καιρόν ωετο είναι, τιμή-σασθαι κελευσας επέβαλε τέλος, οι οΰν πολΐται άγανακτήσαντες επί τώ εξηπατήσθαι, σφάζοντες έπώλουν. ώς δε προς τοΰτο έταξε σφάζεσθαι δσα δεΐ τής ημέρας, οι δέ πάλιν ιερόθυτα εποίουν- 6 δέ άπεΐπε θήλυ μή θύειν.
ι* Πάλιν τε δεηθείς χρημάτων εκέλευσεν άπο-
1 Understanding or inserting <i£ioSvros> (Susemlhl) or the like.
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this way he won the confidence of the citizens ; so that when he again asked for money, they contributed in the expectation that they would receive it back. But this time he kept it fov building the Heet.
On another occasion being in stiaits fov .silver he minted a coinage of tin, and summoning a public assembly, spoke at length in its favour. The citizens perforce voted that everyone should regard as silver, and not as tin, whatever lie received.
Again being in need of funds, he requested the citizens to contribute. On their declaring that they had not the wherewithal, he brought, out the furnishings of his palace and offered them for sale, pretending to be compelled through lack of money. At the sale, he had a list made of the articles and their purchasers ; and when they had all paid, lie commanded every one to bring back the article he had bought.
Finding that because of his imposts the citizens were ceasing to rear sheep and cattle, he made proclamation that he needed no more money until a certain (date) ; so that those who now became possessed of any stock would not be liable to taxation. A large number of citizens lost no time in acquiring a quantity of sheep and cattle, on the understanding that they would be free of impost. But Dionysius, when he thought the fitting time was come, had them all valued and imposed a tax. The citizens were angry at being thus deceived, and proceeded to kill and sell their beasts. On Dionysius’s making a decree that only such beasts should be slain as were needed each day, the owners retorted by offering their animals as sacrifices; whereupon the despot forbade the sacrifice of female beasts.
Once more funds were lacking, and Dionysius
371
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γράψασθαι [χρή/χατα]1 ·πγ>δο αύτόν όσοι οίκοι είσιν ορφανικοί’ άπογραφαμενων δέ άλλων' τὰ τούτων χρήματα άπεχράτο, εως έκαστος είς ηλικίαν ελθοι.
Ῥήγιόν τε καταλαβών, εκκλησίαν συναγαγών είπε διότι δικαίως μεν αν εξανδραποδισθεΐεν ύφ’ 20 αντον, νυν μέντοι τὰ είς τον πόλεμον άνηλωμενα χρήματα κομισάμενος καί υπέρ έκαστου σώματος τρεις μνας άφήσειν αυτούς, οι δε 'Ρηγΐνοι όσα ποτ’ ήν αύτοΐς άποκεκρυμμενα εμφανή εποίουν, καί οι άποροι παρά των ευπορωτερων και παρα των ξένων δανειζόμενοι επόρισαν α εκελευσε χρήματα. 25 λαβών δε ταΰτα παρ’ αυτών τά τε σώματα πάντα ονδεν ήττον άπεδοτο, τά τε σκεύη, α τότε ήν άποκεκρυμμενα, εμφανή άπαντα ελαβε.
Δανεισάμενός τε παρά των πολιτών χρήματα επ άποδόσει, ώς άπήτουν αυτόν, εκελευσεν άναφερειν so όσον εχει τις άργύριον πράς αυτόν ει δέ μη, θάνατον εταξε το Πιτίμιον άνενεχθέντος δέ του αργυρίου, επικόφας χαρακτήρα εξεδωκε την δραχμήν δύο δυναμόνην δραχμάς, καί τά τε όφειλόμενον πρότερον . . .* άνήνεγκαν προς αυτόν.
Είς Τυρρηνίαν τε πλεύσας ναυσίν εκατόν ελαβεν εκ του τής Λευκοθέας ίεροΰ χρυσών τε καί άργύριον 86 πολύ και τόν άλλον κόσμον ούκ ολίγον, είδώς δέ ότι καί οι ναΰται πολλά εχουσι, κήρυγμα εποιήαατο, 1*80» τὰ ήμίσεα ὥν εχει έκαστος άναφερειν προς αυτόν, τά δ’ ήμίσεα ἔχειν τον λαβόντα· τω δἔ μή άνενεγ-καντι θάνατον εταξε τό επιτίμων, ύπολαβόντες δε 1 Or, if χρήματα be kept, “ a return of property to be made him by all houses whose heirs were orphan.’’
3 Reading πάντων (Sylburg) for ms. άλλων.
8 Reading τό re όφνιλόμινον ζάνέδωκε hul δ κΟρ> ivfyeynαν (after Susemihl).
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ordered a list to be made for him of all houses whose heirs were orphan. Having obtained a complete list, he made use of the orphans’ property until each should come of age.
After the capture of llhegium, he summoned a meeting of the citizens, and told them why he had a good right to sell them as slaves. If, however, they would pay him the expenses of the war and three minae a a head besides, lie would release them. The people of Rhegium brought forth all their hoards ; the poor borrowed from the wealthier and from the foreigners resident in the city ; and so the amount demanded was paid. But though he received this money from them, none the less he sold them all for slaves, having succeeded <by his trick) in bringing to light the hoarded goods which they had previously concealed.
On another occasion he had borrowed money from the citizens, promising to repay it. On their demanding its return, he bade each bring him, under pain of death, whatever silver he possessed. This silver when brought he coined into drachmae each bearing the face value of two : with these he repaid the (previous) debt and also what had just been brought in.
He also made a raid on Tyrrhenia with a hundred ships, and rifled the temple of Leucothea of a large amount of gold and silver, besides a quantity of works of art. But being aware that his sailors too had taken much plunder, lie made proclamation that each should bring him, under pain of death, one-half of what he had ; the remainder of their takings they might keep. On the understanding that if they » See § 3.
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οἱ ναϋται άνενεγκόντες τὰ ήμίσεα τὰ κατάλοιπα εχειν ὰδὲὥ?, άνήνεγκαν- ό δ’ επείπερ εκείνα ελαβεν, εκελενσε πάλιν τα ήμίσεα άναφερειν.
Μενδαΐοι δέ τὰ μιν από λιμένων και των άλλων 21 τελών αύτοϊς προσπορευόμενα εχρώντο els διοίκη-σιν της πόλεω5, τα δέ από της γης καί οικιών τέλη ούκ έπρατταν, ὰλλ’ άνίγραφον τούς έχοντας · όπόταν δε δεηθεΐεν χρημάτων, άπεδίδοσαν (οι) όφείλοντες. εκερδαινον οΰν τον παρεληλνθότα χρόνον άτοκο is τοι? χρήμασιν άποκεχρημενοι.
ΤΙολεμοΰντες (τε) προς Όλννθίους και δεόμενοι χρημάτων, όντων αύτοϊς ανδραπόδων, εφηφίααντο καταλειπομένων ενι εκάστω θήλεος και άρρενος τὰ άλλα άποδόσθαι rfj πόλει, ως εκδανεΐσαι τούς if, Ιδιώτας χρήματα.
Καλλίστρατος εν Μακεδονία πωλονμενου τον 22 ελλιμενίου ώς επί τὰ πολύ είκοσι ταλάντων εποίη-σεν εύρεϊν τό διπλάσιαν- κατιδών γάρ ώνουμένους τούς εύπορωτερους αει διά τό δεΐν ταλαντιαΙούς καθεστάναι τούς εγγύουε των είκοσι ταλάντων, προεκήρυξεν ώνεΐσθαι τον βουλόμενον, καί τούς εγγύους καθεστάναι τοΰ τρίτον μέρους καί καθ' όπόσον έκάστους δύνηται πείθειν.
Τιμόθεος Αθηναίος πολεμώ ν προς Όλννθίους 28 καί άπορούμενος αργυρίου, κόφας χαλκόν διεδἱδου τοΐς στρατιώταις. άγανακτούντων δέ των στρατιωτών εφη αύτοϊς τούς εμπόρους τε καί αγοραίους άπαντας ωσαύτως πωλήσειν. τοΐς δ' εμπόροις προεϊπεν, δν αν τις λάβη χαλκόν, τούτον πάλιν
° Or! “ that citizens should sell to the state what slaves they possessed ... as the equivalent of α loan from private persons to the city <of the slaves’ value>."
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* αγόραζαν τά τ έκ τής χώρας ώνια και τα έκ των λειών αγόμενα· ος δ’ αν περιλειφθή αύτοΐς χαλκός, eo προς αύτόν άναφέροντας αργνριον λαμβάνειν.
Περί Κέρκυραν δέ πολέμων και άπόρως διακεί-μενος και των στρατιωτών αΐτούντων τους μισθούς καί άπειθούντων αύτφ και προς τούς ύπεναντίους φασκόντων άποπορευεσθαι, εκκλησίαν συναγαγών εφησεν ου δννασθαι διά τούς χειμώνας παραγενέ-86 σθαι αύτφ άργύριον, επεί τοσαυτην είναι περί αυτόν ευπορίαν, ώστε την προδεδομένην τρίμηνον σιταρ-mi χίαν δωρεάν αύτοΐς διδόναι· οἱ δέ ύπολαβόντες ούκ αν ποτε προέσθαι τοσαΰτα χρήματα τον Τιμόθεον αύτοΐς, ει μη τή αλήθεια προσδόκιμα ήν τά χρήματα προς αύτόν, ησυχίαν εΐχον υπέρ τών μισθών, εως εκείνος διιρκησατο α εβούλετο.
5	Σάμον δέ πολιορκών τούς καρπούς και τα επί τών αγρών άπεδίδοτο αύτοΐς τοΐς Σαμίοις, ώστε εύπόρησε χρημάτων εις μισθούς τοΐς στρατιώταις. τών τε επιτηδείων επεί σπάνις ήν εν τω στρατόπεδα) διά τούς άφικνουμένους, άπηγόρευσε μη πωλεΐν σίτον άληλεσμόνον, μηδε μέτρον ελασσον η ίο μέδιμνον, μηδε τών ύγρών μηθεν ἔλαττον ή μετρητήν, οι μεν οΰν ταζιαρχοί τε και λοχαγοί άγορά-ζοντες άθρόα διεδίδοσαν τοΐς στρατιώταις, οι δε είσαφικνούμενοι ήγον αύτοΐς τά επιτήδεια, οπότε δε άπαλλάττοιντο, ει τι περίλοιπον εϊη αύτοΐς, επώ-λονν. ώστε συνεβαινεν εύπορεΐσθαι τούς στρατιώ-ΐΒ τας τών επιτηδείων.
Διδάλης ΤΙερσης έχων στρατιώτης τά μεν καθ' 24 ημέραν πορίζειν έδύνατο εκ της πολέμιας αύτοΐς, νόμισμα δὲ ούκ ἔχων διδόναι, άπαιτούμενος δέ,
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ceived such produce of the land as was for sale, as well as any booty brought to them ; such copper as remained on their hands he would exchange for silver.
During the campaign of Corey rn " this same Timotheus was reduced to sore straits. His men demanded their pay ; refused to obey his orders ; and declared they would desert to the enemy. Accordingly he summoned a meeting and told them that the stormy weather was delaying the arrival of the silver he expected; meanwhile, as he had on hand such abundance of provisions, he would charge them nothing for the three months' ration of grain already advanced. The men, unable to believe* that Timotheus would have sacrificed so large a sum to them unless he was in truth expecting the money, made no further claim for pay until lie had completed his dispositions.
At the siege of Samos,b Timotheus sold the crops and other country property to the besieged Samians themselves, and thus obtained plenty of money to pay his men. But finding the camp was short of provisions owing to the arrival of reinforcements, he forbade the sale of milled corn, or of any measure less than lj bushels of corn or 8| gallons of wine or oil. Accordingly the officers bought supplies wholesale and issued them to their men ; the reinforcements thenceforth brought their own provisions, and sold any surplus on their departure. In this way the needs of the soldiers were satisfactorily met.
Didales the Persian was able to provide for the 24 daily needs of his mercenaries from the enemy’s country; but had no coined money to give them.
0 Apparently in 875 b.c. See the end of Xenophon’s fifth Book of Hellenica.	* In 366 b.c.
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χρόνου γινομένου οδ ώφειλε, τεχναζει τοισνδο.
20 εκκλησίαν συναγαγών εφη ούκ απορεΐσθαι χρημάτων, ὰλλ* είναι αύτψ έν χωρίψ τινι, λόγων εν φ εΐη. και άναζεύξας εβάδιζεν επ’ αυτό· εΐτα ως εγγύς του χωρίου εγένετο, προελθων εις αυτό ελαβεν εκ των ενόντων ιερών οσος ένψ κοίλος άργυρος· εΐτ imσκευάσας τάς ημιόνους ως άγουσας 26 αργύρων παραφαινούσας τε ταυτα εβάδιζεν. ιδοντες δέ οἱ στρατιώται και νομίσαντες άπαντα είναι άργυρον τὰ αγόμενα, εθάρρησαν ώς κομιονμενοι τον μισθόν. ό δε εφη δεϊν εις Αμισον ελθοντα επισημήνασθαι- ήν δ’ εις την Άμισὰν 68ος πολλών τε ημερών καί χειμέριος■ τον δή χρόνον τούτον so άττεχρατο τω στρατόπεδα) τα επιτήδεια μόνον δι δούς.	^
Tow <τε> τεχνίτας τους εν τω στρατόπεδα) αντος εΐχε και τούς καπήλους τούς μεταβαλλόμενους τι· άλλψ δέ ούκ ήν ούθενΐ ου θ εν τούτων ποιεΐν.
Χαβρίας ’Αθηναίος Ταφ των Αιγυπτίων βασιλέϊ 25 εκστρατεύοντι καί δεομενω χρημάτων συνεβούλευε Bi τών τε ιερών Τινα καί των ιερέων1 τὰ πλήθος φάναι προς τούς ιερείς δεΐν παραλνθήναι διά την δαπάνην.
1351 a άκούσαντες δέ οι ιερεΐς καί τό Ιερόν παρ’ αΰτοις έκαστοι βουλόμενοι είναι, καί ἴδια* αύτοΐς οι ιερείς ι 1(ρ4ων, “ priests,” is Sylburg’s emendation for ms. Ιερείων, "sacrifices.”	,	_ „
» Perhaps <καΙ κοινέ» has dropped out after aiVoit. Sylburg-suggests iiif Uacros καί Koivfi. See g 33, last sentence.
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WJ)cn their pay became due, and they demanded it, he had recourse to the following trick. He called a meeting, and tolil Ihe men that lie had plenty of money, but that it was stored in a certain fortress, which he named. He then broke up his encampment and marched in that direction. On reaching the neighbourhood of the fortress, he himself went on ahead, and entering the place seized all the silver vessels m the temples. He then loaded his mules in such a way that this plate was exposed, thus suggesting that silver formed the entile load ; and so continued his march. The soldiers, beholding the plate and supposing that they convoyed a full load of silver, were cheered by the expectation of their pay. They were informed however by Didales that they would have to lake it. to Amisus to be coined—a journey of many days, and in the winter season. And during all this time, he continued to employ the army without giving it more than its necessary rations.
Moreover, all the craftsmen in the army, and the hucksters who traded with the soldiers by barter, were under his personal control, and enjoyed a complete monopoly.
When Taos,0 king of Egypt, needed funds for an 25 expedition he was making, Chabrias of Athens advised him to inform the priests that to save expense it was necessary to suppress some of the temples together with the majority of the attendant priests. On hearing this, each priesthood, being anxious to retain their own temple, offered him money from
« Called Taehos (Ταχώι) by Xenophon and Plutarch. Perhaps that form should be restored here. (Bonitz and Susemihl.) The name recurs in § 37.
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° εδίδοσαν χρήματα, έπε'ι δέ παρά, πάντων είλήφει, προστάξω αύτοίς εκέλευσεν εις μέν τό ιερόν καί els αυτόν1 τής δαπάνης ής πρότ€ρον έποιοϋντο το 5 δέκατον μέρος ποιεΐσθαι, τα δὲ λοιπά αύτω δανεΐ-σαι, εως ό πόλεμος 6 προς βασιλέα διαλυθή.
’Απ’ οικίας δέ έκάστης κελεΰσαι άπαντας είσ-ενέγκαι τάλαντα ο Set, καί από του σώματος ωσαύτως· του σίτου τε πωλουμένου χωρίς της τιμής διδόναι τον πωλοΰντα και ώνούμενον από τής άρτά-ιο βης τον οβολόν από των πλοίων τε και εργαστηρίων καί των άλλην τινα εργασίαν εχόντων τής εργασίας μέρος τό δέκατον κελεΰσαι άποτελεΐν.
‘Εκστρατεύειν δ' αύτω μέλλοντι εκ τής χώρας, ει τις εχοι άσημον άργνριον ή χρυσίον, κελεΰσαι ίο ενέγκαι προς αυτόν· ένεγκάντων δὲ των πλείστων, εκελευσε τούτω μεν εκείνον χρήσθαι, τους δε δα-νείσαντας συστήσαι τοις νομάρχαις, ώστ εκ των φόρων αύτοΐς άποδοΰναι.
Ίφικράτης ’Αθηναίος, Κότυο? συναγαγόντος 26 στρατιώτας, επόρισεν αύτω χρήματα τρόπον τοιοΰ-20 τον. εκελευσε των ανθρώπων ὥν ήρχε προστάζαι κατασπεΐραι αύτω γήν τριών μεδίμνων τούτου δε πραχθεντός συνελέγη σίτου πολύ πλήθος, καταγωγών οΰν έπι τὰ εμπόρια άπέδοτο, και ευπόρησε χρημάτων.
Κό-rvs Θρὰή παρά ΤΙειρινθίων εδανείζετο χρήματα 27 25 εις τό τούς στρατιώτας συναγαγεϊν οι δε ΐίειρίν-θιοι ούκ εδίδοσαν αύτω. ήζίωσεν ουν αυτούς άνδρας γε των πολιτών φρουρούς δούναι εις χωρία τινα,
1 Heading eh αύτούι for ms. eh αύτον (Aldino edition eh abrhr).
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their private possessions (as well as from the temple funds). When the king had thus received money from them all, Chabrias bade him tell the priests to spend on the temple-service and on their own maintenance one-tenth of what they formerly spent, and lend him the remainder until he had made pence with the King (of Persia).
Moreover, each inhabitant was to contribute a stated proportion of his household and personal possessions ; and when grain was sold, buyer and seller were each to contribute, apart from the price, one obol per artabe a ; while a tax of one tenth was to be imposed on profits arising from ships and workshops and other sources of gain.
Again, when Taos was on the point of setting out from Egypt, Chabrias advised him to make requisition of all uncoined gold and silver ill the possession of the inhabitants ; and when most of them complied, he bade the king make use of the bullion, and refer the , lenders to the governors of his provinces for compensation out of the taxes.
Iphicrates of Athens provided Cotys with money 20 for a force which he had collected in the following manner. He bade him order (each) of his subjects to sow for him a piece of land bearing 4.J bushels.
A large quantity of grain was thus gathered, from the price of which, when brought to the depots on the coast, the king obtained as much money as he wanted.
Cotys of Thrace asked the people of Peirinthus for 27 a loan to enable him to raise an army. On their refusing, he begged them at any rate to let him have some of their citizens to garrison certain fortresses,
“ The artabs was a Persian measure containing nearly SO quarts. The obol was ^ of a drachma of sliver.
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1361 a	,	„	„	„ ,
ἴνα τοι? εκεί στρατιωταις νυν φρουρουσι σχη απο-χρήσασθαι. οΐ δέ τοΰτο ταχέως εποίησαν, οιο-30 μενοι των χωρίων κύριοι ἔσεσθαι. ό δέ Κότυ? τους άποσταλέντας els φυλακήν ποιησας τα γρή/ιατα αυτούς έκέλευσεν άποστείλαντας, α εδανείζετο Trap αυτών, κομίσασθαι.
Μέντωρ Ῥόδιο?1 Ήρμείαν συλλαβών καί τὰ 28 χωρία αύτοΰ κατασχών τους έπιμελητάς εϊασε κατά 95 χώραν τούς υπό τοΰ Έρμείου καθ ear η κότας. επει δέ έθάρρησάν τε άπαντες, και e’i τί ποτ ήν αύτοίς άποκεκρυμμένον η ύπεκκείμενον, μεθ* αυτών εΐχον, συλλαβών αυτούς πάντα παρείλετο α εΐχον.
1351 b Μέμνων Ῥόδιο? κυριεύσας Ααμφάκου δεηθεις 29 χρημάτων επέγραφε τοΐς πλουσιωτάτοις αυτών πλήθος τι αργυρίου, τούτο is δέ τήν κομιδην ἔσεσθαι παρά τών άλλων πολιτών έφησεν επει δὲ οἱ άλλοι s πολίται είαηνεγκαν, εκέλευσε καί ταΰτα αύτώ δανεΐσαι εν χρόνω* διειπάμενος εν φ πάλιν αύτοΐς αποδώσει.
Πάλιν τε δεηθεις χρημάτων ήξίωσεν αυτούς είσενέγκαι, κομίσασθαι δε έκ τών προσόδων οἱ δ’ εισηνεγκαν, ως διά ταχέων αύτοΐς εσομένης της κομιδης· έπεί δέ και αι καταβολαΐ τών προσόδων ίο παρησαν, εφησεν επ' αύτώ3 χρείαν εἶναι και τούτων, εκείνο ι? δέ ύστερον άποδώσειν συν τόκω.
Τών τε στρατευομένων παρ' αύτώ παρητεΐτο τάς σιταρχίας και τούς μισθούς εξ ημερών τον ενιαυτόν, φάσκων ταύταις ταΐς ημέραις ούτε φυλακήν αυτούς
1 'Ρόδιοι Camerarius for ms. vtds.
‘ Perhaps χρόνον (Kirchhoff) should be read for »ts. έν
* Reading fn αύτψ (Scaliger) or ίαντψ (Sylburg) for iir’ αύτψ (most Mas.).
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and release for active service the men who were there on duty. They readily complied, thinking thus to obtain control of the fortresses. But Cotys placed in custody the men they sent, and told the citizens that they might have them back when they had sent him the amount of the loan he desired.
Mentor of Rhodes, after taking Hei'mias prisoner 28 and seizing· his fortresses, left in their vaiinus districts the officials appointed by him. By this means he restored their confidence, so that they all took again to themselves the property they had hidden or had sent secretly out of the country. Then Mentor arrested them and stripped them of all they had.
Memnon of Rhodes, on making himself master of 29 Lampsacus, found he was in need of funds. He therefore assessed, upon the wealthiest inhabitants a quantity of silver, telling them that they should recover it from the other citizens. But when the other citizens made their contributions, Memnon said they must lend him this money also, fixing a certain date for its repayment.
Again being in need of funds, he asked for a contribution, to be recovered, as he said, from the city revenues. The citizens complied, thinking that they would speedily reimburse themselves. But when the revenue payments came in, he declared that he must have these also, and would repay the lenders subsequently with interest.
His mercenary troops he requested to forgo six days’ pay and rations each year, on the plea that on those days they were neither on garrison duty nor on the march nor did they incur any expense.
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ούδεμίαν οΰτε πορείαν ούτε δαπάνην ποιεΐσθαι, ras is εξαιρέσιμους λέγων.
Τόν τε προ του χρόνον διδους τοι? στρατιωταις rfj δεύτερα της νουμηνίας τήν σιταρχίαν, τω μεν πρώτω μηνι παρέβη τρεις ημέρας, τω δ’ έχομενψ πέντε· τούτον δέ τον τρόπον προήγεν, εως εις την τριακάδα ήλθε ν.
Χαρίδημος Ώρείτης ἔχων της Αίολίδος τινα 30 μ χωρία, επιστρατεύοντας επ' αυτόν Άρταβάζου χρημάτων έδὲιτο εις τους ατρατιωτας. τό μεν οδν πρώτον είσέφερον αύτω, εΐτα ούκέτι έφασαν εχειν ό δἔ Χαρίδημος, δ φετο χωρίον εύπορώτατον είναι, έκέλευσεν, [καί] ει τι νόμισμα έχουσιν ή τι άλλο σκεύος άξιόλογον, εις έτερον χωρίον αποστέλλειν,
25 παραπομπήν δε δώσειν άμα δε και αυτός τούτο ποιων φανερός ήν. πεισθέντων δε των ανθρώπων, προαγαγών αυτούς τής πόλεως μικρόν και ερευνή-σας α είχον, ελαβεν όσων έδεΐτο, εκείνους δέ πάλιν εις τό χωρίον άπήγεν.
Κήρυγμά τε ποιησάμενος έν ταΐς πόλεσιν, ὥν eo ήρχε, μηδένα μηδέν δπλον κεκτήσθαι έν τή οίκίψ, ει δέ μη, άποτίσειν άργΰριον ο έπεκήρυξεν, ήμέλει καί ούδεμίαν επιστροφήν έποιεΐτο. των δέ ανθρώπων οίομένων τό κήρυγμα μάτην αυτόν πεποιήσθαι, εΐχον α έτυχον έκαστοι κεκτημένοι κατά χώραν.
6	δ’ έρευναν έξαίφνης ποιησάμενος των οικιών, παρ’
*5 οΐς εδρεν οπλον τι, έπράττετο τό επιτίμων.
° As the moon’s cycle is completed in 29J days, it was customary to alternate “ hollow "months of 29 days with the “full ” months of 30 days. Memnon paid his men by the month, but deducted a day’s pay every1' hollow” month. 384
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(He referred to the days omitted from alternate months.0)
Moreover, being accustomed previously to issue Ins men’s rations of corn on the second day of the month, in the first month he postponed the distribution for three days, and in the second month for five ; proceeding in this fashion until at length it took place on the last day of the month,
Charidemus of Oreus, being in occupation of certain 30 fortress-towns in Aeolis, and threatened with an attack by Aitabazus,6 was in need of money to pay his troops. After their first contributions, the inhabitants declared they had no more to give. Charidemus then issued a proclamation to the tenvn lie deemed wealthiest, bidding the inhabitants send away to another fortress all the coin and valuables they possessed, under convoy which he would provide. He himself openly set the example with ins own goods, and prevailed on them to comply. But when he had conducted them a little way out of the town, he made an inventory of then· goods, took all he wanted, and led them home again.
He had also issued a proclamation in the cities he governed forbidding anyone to keep arms in liis house, under pain of a stated fine. At first, however, he took no care to enforce it, nor did he make any inquisition ; so that the people treated his proclamation as nugatory, and made no attempt to get rid of what arms each possessed. Then Charidemus unexpectedly ordered a search to be made from house to house, and exacted the penalty from those who were found in possession of arms.
» For the circumstances, and a (hostile) account of this commander’s adventures, see Demosthenes, Against Aristocrates.
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Φιλόξωό? rL$ Μακεδών Καμίας σατραπεύων 31 δεχθεί? χρημάτων Διονυσία έφασκε μέλλειν ay αν, καί χοραγούς προέγραφε των Καρών τον? ευπορώ-τάτους, καί προσέταττεν αύτοΐς α δεΐ παρασκευάζει. ορών δ’ αυτούς δυσχεραίνοντας, ΰποπέμπων τινὰ? ηρώτα, τί βούλονται δόντες άπαλλαγψαι της λειτουργίας, οι δέ πολλψ πλέον ή όσον ψοντο άνα-λώσειν έφασαν δώσειν του μη όχλεΐσθαι και από τών ιδίων άπεΐναι. ό δέ παρά τούτων λαβών ο έδίδο-σαν ετέρους κατέγραφεν, έως έλαβε παρά τούτων α έβούλετο και προσην παρ' εκάστοις.1
Eύαίσης Σύρος Αίγύπτου σατραπεύων, άφίστα- 32 σθαι μελλόντων τών νομαρχών απ' αύτοΰ αισθό-μενος, καλέσας αυτούς εις τα βασίλεια εκρέμα άπαντας· προς δε τούς οικείους έκέλενσε λέγειν ότι εν φυλακή είσιν. έκαστος3 οδν των οικείων έπρατ-τον υπέρ έκαστου, καί χρημάτων έξεωνοΰντο τούς συνειλημμένους. 6 δέ διομολογησάμενος υπέρ έκάστου καί λαβών τα όμολογηθέντα άπέδωκεν έκάστοις τον νεκρόν.
Κλεομένης Άλεξανδρεύς Αίγυπτου σατραπεύων, 33 λιμού γενομένου εν μεν τοΐς άλλοις τόποις σφοδρά, εν Αιγύπτιο δέ μετρίως, απέκλεισε την εξαγωγήν τοΰ σίτου, τών δέ νομαρχών φασκοντών ου δυ-νύσεσθαι τούς φόρους άποδοΰναι τω μή εξάγεσθαι τον σίτον, εξαγωγήν μέν έποίηαε, τέλος δέ πολύ τω
1 Reading #ω» <™(> (Keil) έλαβε παρά τούτων, καί Λ έβούλετο (Keil) προσόν παρ’ ίκάστων (Sylbuvg). The ms. readings are corrupt
8 Perhaps ίκαστοι should be read: “ each family on behalf of their kinsman.”
“ Of Demosthenes, Against Dionysodorus : “ Cleomenes
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A Macedonian mimed PhiloM/nus, άΙιο wns $>ολ ct- 31 nor of Caviu, being in neoil of funds jn-oclaum-d that he intended to oelebralo tin- festival of Dionysus. The wealthiest inlinbitants verc soleef-cil to provide the choruses, and were informed vluil tlioy wove expected to furnish. Noticing their disiiiclinution, Philoxenus sent to them privflLi'ly and asked what they would give to lie iclievwl of' the duty, They told him they were prepared to puy n much largc-i· sum than they expected to spent! (on the choruses) in order to avoid the trouble and the interrupHon of their business. Philoxenus accepted ΙΙκ·ιι· offers, and proceeded to enrol α second levy. These also paid ; and at last he received what he desired from each company.
Euaises the Syrinn, when gmernur of E^ypt, re-32 ceived information that the loonl governors were meditating rebellion. He therefore summoned them to the palace and proceeded to hang them all, sending word to their relations that ihey were in prison. These accordingly made offers, each on belmlf of his own kinsman, seeking by payment to secure their release. Euaises agreed to accept a certain sum for each, and when it had been paid returned to tile relations the dead body.
While Cleomenes of Alexandria was governor of 33 Egypt,® at a time when there was some scarcity in the land, but elsewhere a grievous famine, he forbade the export of gram. On the local governors representing that if there were no export of "rain they would be unable to pay in their taxes, lie allowed the export,
. . . from til? time that he received the government, lias done immense mischief to your state, and still more to Ult; rest of Greece, by buying up corn for resale und keeping it at his own price ’’ (Kennedy’s translation).
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* σίτω επεβαλεν, ώστε συνέβαινεν αύτφ, el μή1 . . εξαγόμενόν ολίγου πολύ τέλος λαμβάνειν, αυτούς τε τούς νομάρχας ττεπαΰσθαι τής προφάσεως.
Αιαπλεοντος 8’ αυτού τον νομόν, οδ ἔστι θεός ό κροκόδειλος, ήρπάσθη τις τὥν παίδων αυτού· καλεσας ονν τούς Ιερείς εφη πρότερος αδικηθείς άμύνεσθαι τούς κροκοδείλους, καί προσετάξε θηρεύειν αυτούς, οι δέ ιερείς, ινα μή ό θεός αυτών καταφρονηθή, συναγαγόντες όσον ηδύναντο χρυσίον ἔδοσαν αύτφ, καί ούτως επαύσατο.
Αλεξάνδρου του βασιλεως έντε ιλαμενου αύτφ οικίσαι πάλιν πρός τω Φάρω καί τό εμπόρων τό πρότερον ον επί του Κανώβου ενταύθα ποίησαι, καταπλεύσας εις τον Κάνωβον πρός τούς ιερείς καί τούς κτήματα έχοντας εκεί επί τούτω ήκειν εφη ώστε μετοικίσαι αυτούς, οι (δέ) Ιερείς καί οἱ κάτοικοι είσενεγκαντες χρήματα εδωκαν, ΐν εή. κατά χώραν αυτοί? τὰ έμπορων, ό δέ λαβών τότε μεν αττηλλάγη, είτα δέ καταπλεύσας·, επεί^ήν εύτρεπη αύτφ τα πρός την οικοδομίαν, ήτει αυτούς χρήματα υπερβολών τω πλήθει· τούτο γαρ αύτφ τό διάφορον εἶναι, τό αύτοΰ είναι τό εμπόρων καί μη εκεί, επεί δ’ ούκ αν εφασαν δύνασθαι δούναι, μετψκισεν αύτούς.	t
Άποστείλας τε τινα επ' άγόρασμά τι καί αισθό-μενος ότι εύώνων επιτετύχηκεν, αύτφ δε μέλλει εκτετιμημένα λογίζεσθαι, πρός τούς συνήθεις τού αγοραστού ελεγεν ότι άκηκοώς ειη τα άγοράσματα αύτόν ύπερτίμια ήγορακεναι· αύτος οΰν ού προσ-
1 el μη, omitted in several mss., I have left untranslated. Susemihl suspects a lacuna after the words.
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but. laid a heavy duty on the corn. By this means he obtained a large amount of duty from a small «mount of export, and at the same Lime deprived the officials of their excuse.
When Cleomenes was making a progress bj' water through the province where the crocodile is worshipped, one of his servants was earned off. Accordingly, summoning the priests, he told them that he intended lo retaliate on the crocodiles for this unprovoked aggression ; and gave orders for a battue. The priests, to save the credit of tlieir god, collected all the gold they could, and succeeded in putting an end to the pursuit.
King Alexander had given Cleomenes command to establish a town near the island of Pharus, and to transfer thither the market hitherto held at Canopus. Sailing therefore to Canopus he informed the priests and the men of property there that he was come to remove them. The priests and residents thereupon contributed money to induce him to leave their market where it was. He took what they offered, and departed ; but afterwards returned, when all was ready to build the town, and proceeded to demand an excessive sum ; which represented, he said, the difference the change of site would make to him. They however declared themselves unable to pay it, and were accordingly removed.
On another occasion he sent an agent to make a certain purchase for him. Learning that the agent had.' made a good bargain, but intended to charge him a high price, he proceeded to inform the man’s associates that he had been told he had purchased the goods at an excessive price, and that therefore he did not intend to recognize the transaction ; denouncing
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έξων καί άμα τήν αβελτερίαν αυτού ελοιΒόρει μετ οργής προσποιητού, οἱ δέ ταΰτα άκουοντες ίο ονκ εφασαν 8εΐν πίστευαν αυτόν τοΐς λέγουσι τι κατ’ εκείνου, εως αυτός παραγενόμενος τον λόγον αύτω 8ω. άφικομενού δέ τοϋ αγοραστού απήγγειλαν αύτω τα παρά τού Κ λεομένους' ό δ’ εκείνοις τε βουλόμενος ενόείξασθαι και τω Κλεομενει άν-ήνεγκε τάς τιμάς ώνπερ ήν ήγορακώς.
Τον τε σίτου πώλου μενού εν τή χωρά 8εκ α-ιο ϋράχμου, καλεσας τούς εργαζομένους ήρώτα, πόσου1 βούλονται αύτω εργάζεσθαι· οἱ δέ εφασαν ελάσσονος ή όσου τοΐς εμπόροις επώλουν. ό δ’ εκείνον2 μεν εκελευσεν αΰτφ παραόώόναι δσουπερ επώλουν τοΐς άλλοις· αυτός δέ τάξας τριάκοντα και so δόο όραχμάς του σίτου την τιμήν ούτως επώλει.
Του? τε ιερείς καλεσας εφησε πολύ τό ανώμαλον άνάλωμα* εν τή χώρα γίνεσθαι εις τὰ ιερά· δεΐν ουν καί των ιερών τινα καί των Ιερεων τό πλήθος καταλυθήναι. οι δὲ ιερείς καί ίόίρ. έκαστος καί κοινή τὰ ιερά χρήματα εδίδοσαν, οιομενοι τε αυτόν τή αληθείη. μελλειν τούτο ποιεΐν, καί έκαστος -ι· βουλόμενος τό τε ιερόν τό αυτού μεΐναι κατά χώραν καυτός ίερεύς.
Άντιμενης Ῥόδιος ήμιό8ιοςί γενόμενος ’Αλεξ- 34
1 πόσον Camerarius for πώι fuss.).
*	Reading έκοίνονι with Bekker and the 3rd Basle edition.
*	Or, omitting (with some mss.) ανώμαλον before άνάλωμα,
“ complained of the large amount expended on the temples of the country; declaring that some of these . .
4 Reading ivioSius (iiri ό&ών Keil) for ms. ήμι&διοί. Perhaps irporiStos or tvl -προσόδων, “revenue officer,” would be better._____________________________________________
*	If the measure intended is the Attic medimnot, it is II bushels. The Persian artabS may however be meant,
OECONOMICA, II. if. 33-34
ηl the same time with feigned anger the fellow’s stupidity. They on hearing this asked him not to believe what was said against the Agent until he himself arrived mid rentlerocl his account. On 1 lie man’s arrival, his associates tnld him what Cleomenes had said. He, desirous of winning their approval as well as that of Cleomenes, clebiled the latter with the actual price lie hud given
At a time when the pvice of grain in Egypt was ten drachmae (ameasure),'* Cleomenes sent for the growers and asked them at what price they would contract to supply him with their produce. On their quoting a price Jower than wlmt they were charging the merchants, he offered them the full price they were accustomed to receive from others ; and taking over the entire supply, solrl it at a fixed rate of 1 hivty-two drachmae (for the same measure).
He also sent for the priests, and told them that the expenditure on the temples was very unevenly distributed in the country ; and that some of the«<e, together with the majority of the attendant priests, must accordingly be suppressed. The priests, supposing him to be in earnest, and wishing each to secure the continuance of his own temple and office, gave him money individuallyfrom their private possessions as well as collectively from the temple funds.6
Antimenes of Rhodes, who was appointed by 34 •which was equal to 1 medimnos and rnth. In either case the price is very liigli compared with 8 drachmae per medimnos, the price af Athens in 390 n.c. Yet Polybius (ix 44j says that at Romo during the war with Hannihn.1 (210) i:orn was sold for ttfteen drachmae per medimnos. As α contrast cf what the same author says of the fertility of Gallia Cisalpine, where in time of pmee this same measure of wheat was sold for four obols, and of barley for two. See nole'on § 25.
* Of §23.
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άνδρου περί Βαβυλώνα επόρισε χρήματα ὥδὲ. νόμου οντος έν Βαβυλωνίφ παλαιού δεκάτην εἶναι των είσαγομένων, χρωμίου δέ αύτώ ούθενός, so τηρήσας τους re σατραπας άπαντας προσδόκιμους όντας καί στρατιώτας, ούκ ολίγους re πρέσβεις καί τεχνίτας κλητούς άλλους τούς άγοντας και ίδίφ άποδημοΰντας,1 και δώρα πολλά αναγόμενα, την δεκάτην επρασσε κατά τον νόμον τον κείμενον.
Πάλιν τε πορίζων τάνδράποδα τὰ επί στρατόπεδα) όντα έκέλευσε τον βουλόμενον άπογράφεσθαι »β όπόσου θέλοι, μέλλειν δε τοΰ ενιαυτού οκτώ δραχ-μάς άποτΐσαι, αν δε άποδρα το ανδράποδου, κομί-1853 & ζεσθαι την τιμήν ήν άνεγράφατο. άπογραφεντων ούν πολλών ανδραπόδων ούκ ολίγον συντελεί άργύριον. ει δέ τι άποδρωη ανδράποδου, εκελευε τόν σατράπην τής . . * εν ή ἔστι το στρατοπέδου, άνασφζειν <ή) τήν τιμήν τω κυρίφ άποδοΰναι.
6 Όφελας* Ὁλόνθιος καταστήσας επιμελητήν επί 35 τον νομόν τον Άθριβίτην,* επει προσελθόντες αύτώ οι νομάρχαι οι εκ τοΰ τόπου τούτου εφασαν βού-λεσθαι πλείω αύτοί πολύ φέρειν, τον δ’ επιμελητήν τον νυν καθεστηκότα άπαλλάξαι αυτόν ήξίουν, επερωτήσας αυτούς ει δυνήσονται συντελειν άπερ ίο επαγγέλλονται, φησάντων αυτών τόν μεν έπι-„ ■ μελητήν κατά χώραν εία, τούς δε φόρους πράσ-1 Reading roiis iWovs iyovrai (Bekker) for SXXous τοι)! HyovTus (mss.), and imS^mvras, Schneider’s correction of ms.
αιτοδηβθθνται.
* Reading συι'ereXetro (Sylburg, after Camerarius), or αυνελέγη (marginal note in one ms.), for ms. aunreXet.
8 Perhaps χώροι has fallen out (Schneider).
1 The spelling Όφ^Χλas is restored by Ifeil for ms. ΌφΆαj,
8 Άθρφίτην restored by Sylburg for ms. άρθριδήτων, αΙθριδίτην, or αρθριδίτην.
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Alexander superintendent of highways in the province of Babylon, adopted the following means of raising funds. An ancient law of the country imposed a tax of one-tenth on all imports ; but this had fallen into total abeyance. Antimenes kept a watch for all governors and soldiers whose arrival was expected, and upon the many ambassadors and craftsmen who were invited to Uic city, but brought with them others who dwelt there unofficially ; and also upon the multitude of presents that were brought (to these persons), on which he exacted the legal tax of a tenth.
Another expedient was this. He invited the owners of any slaves in tiie camp to register them at whatever value they desired, undertaking at the same time to pay him eight drachmae a year. If the slave ran away, the owner was to recover the registered value. Many slaves were thus registered, and a large sum of money was paid (in premiums). And when a slave ran away, Antimenes instructed the governor of the (province) where the camp lay either to recover the man or to pay his master liis value.
Ophelias of Olynthus appointed an officer to super- 35 intend the revenues of the province of Athnbis. The local governors came to him and told him they were willing to pay a much larger amount in taxes ; but asked him to remove the present superintendent. Ophelias inquired if they were really able to pay what they promised ; and on their assuring him that they were, left the superintendent in office and instructed him to demand from them the amount of tax which
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σεσθαι εκέλευεν όσους αύτοϊ υπετιμήσαντο. ούτε οΰν ον κατεστησεν άτιμάσαι εδόκει οντ εκείνοις πλείους φόρους επιβαλεΐν η αύτοί έταξαν, χρήματα Be πολλαπλάσια αντος ελάμβανεν.
15 Πυθοκλή? ’Αθηναίο? ’Αθηναίοι? συνεβουλευσε 36 τον μόλιβΒον τον εκ των Ααυρίων1 παραλαμβάνειν παρά των ιδιωτών την πάλιν, ώσπερ έπώλουν, ΒίΒραχμον, εἶτα τάξαντας αυτούς τιμήν έξαδράχμου οΰτω πωλεΐν.
Χαβρίας πληρωμάτων τε κατειλεγμένων ^ «ίϊ 37 so εκατόν και είκοσι ναΰς, τω δὲ Ταω εξήκοντα μόνον οϋσης χρείας, προσέταξε τοις εκ των εξήκοντα νέων αντοΰ των ύπομενουσών τους πλέοντας ει’? Βίμηνον σιτηρεσιάσαι, ή αυτούς πλεειν, οι δέ βουλόμενοι επί των ιδίων μεΐναι3 έδωκαν α προσ-έταξεν.
Άντιμένης τους τε θησαυρούς τούς παρά τάς 38 25 οδούς τάς βασιλικάς άναπληροΰν έκέλευε τους σατράπας κατά τον νόμον τον της χώρας· οπότε Βέ Βιαπορεύοιτο στρατοπέδου3 η έτερος όχλος άνευ τοϋ βασιλε'ως, πέμφας τινα παρ' αυτοί7* έπώλει τα εκ των θησαυρών.
1668 b Κλεομένης προσπορευομένης τε της νουμηνίας $0 καί δέον τοι? στρατιώταις σιταρχίαν Βονναι κατ-έπλευσεν εξεπίτηδες, προσπορευομένου3 Βέ τοϋ 1 ΑαιγΙων is Sytburg's correction of ms. ΤιtpUav.
*	Keil, for ms. rf.oi.
*	διαπορεόοιτο στρατόπεδο? Sylburg for M3. διαποροΰν pi (or διαποροΰντο) στρατόπεδο?. The Aldlne edition and Bekker read διαποροΙ·η τ4 στρατόπεδον, “the army was in need of provisions.’*
4 παρ’ αύτοΒ Susemihl for MS. παρ’ αδτοΰι παρ’ αΰτόκ,
“ to them,” Bekker.
*	Reading προπορενομένου (Sylburg) for προσπορευομένον mss.
m
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they themselves had assessed. And so, without being chargeable either with discountenancing the officer he had appointed, ον with taxing the governors beyond their own estimate, lie obtaiued from the latter many times his previous revenue.
Pythocles the Athenian recommended his fellow- 36 countrymen that the State should take over from private citizens llie lead obtained from the mines of Launum'1 at the price of two drachmae (per talent?) which they were asking, and should itself sell it at the fixed price of six drachmae.
Chabrias had levied crews for a hundred and twenty 37 ships to serve King Taos.® Finding that Taos needed only sixty ships, ho gave the crews of the superfluous sixty their choice between providing those who were to serve with two months’ rations, and themselves taking their place. Desiring to remain at their business, they gave what he demanded.
Antimenes bade the governors of the provinces 38 replenish, in accordance with the law of the country, the magazines along the royal highways. Whenever an army passed through the country or any other body of men unaccompanied by the king, he sent an officer to sell them the contents of the magazines.
Cleomenes, as the beginning of the month ap- 39 preached when his soldiers’ allowance became due, deliberately sailed away down the river ; and not till
" These silver mines were state property; but mining rights therein were let to private, eiliisens. Lead and silver were found in the same ore and had to be separated. The weight of the lead Is not specified t it may have been a talent of 80 lbs. See Boeckh, Staatshuushaltung der Athener \ and Xenophon, Be vectigalibus.
> See I 25.
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μηνός άναπλεύσας διέδωκε τήν σιταρχίαν, εΐτα του είσιόντος μηνός διέλιπεν εως rfjs νουμηνίας. δ οἱ μἔι' οδν στρατιώται διὰ τὰ νεωστί εΐληφέναι την σιταρχίαν ησυχίαν εΐχον, εκείνος δέ παραλλάξας ένα μήνα παρά τον ενιαυτόν άφηρει μισθόν αει μηνός.
Σταβέλβιος ό Μυσὥν . . . στρατιώται? μισθόν 40 συγκαλεσας . . εφησεν αύτω των μεν ιδιωτών ούδεμίαν χρείαν είναι, των δε ηγεμόνων, όταν (δέ) δεηται στρατιωτών, εκείνων έκάστω δούς άργύριον άποστελλειν1 irrl ξενολογ lav, τους τε μισθούς ους δεΐ κείνοις δούναι, τοι? ήγεμόσιν αν ήδιον διδόναι· εκελενεν οΰν αυτούς άποστελλειν έκαστον τούς αύτών καταλόγους εκ τής χώρας, των δὲ ηγεμόνων ύπολαβόντων χρηματίαμόν αύτοΐς εσεσθαι, άπ-ε'στειλαν τούς στρατιώτας, καθάπερ εκείνος προσ-έταξε. διαλιπών δέ ολίγον χρόνον καί συναγαγών αυτούς ούτε αύλητήν άνευ χορού ούτε ηγεμόνας άνευ ιδιωτών ονδέν έφη χρησίμους είναι· εκελενεν οΰν αυτούς άπαλλάττεσθαι εκ τής χώρας.
Διονύσιος τα ιερά περιττόρευόμενος, ει μέν 41 τράπεζαν ϊδοι παρακειμένην χρυσήν ή άργυραν, άγαθοϋ δαίμονος κελεύσας εγχέαι εκελενεν αφ-αιρεΐν, όσα δε των αγαλμάτων φιάλην είχε προ-τετακότα, εϊπας αν οτι δέχομαι, έξαιρεΐν εκέλευε.
1	Reading Σταβίλβιο! i Μυσΰν <βασιλκύι (Raphael Volater-ramis) ούκ (χωυ το«> στρατιώται! μισθόν, συγκαλίσα! <τούί λγίμονα!) (Camerarius).
2 Reading άποστελεϊν for ms. itτοστίλλειν,	it was nis custom to entrust . . . and send . . ■
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the month was advanced did lie return aiul distribute the allowance. For the coming month, lie omitted the distribution altogether until the folknviiig month began. Thus the men were quieted by the recent distribution, and Cleomenes, passing over a month each year, docked his troops of a month’s pay."
Stabelbius, king of the Mysians, lacking pay to 40 give his troops, summoned a meeting of the officers, and declared that he no longer needed tho private soldiers, but only the officers. When he required troops, he would entrust a sum of money to each officer and send him to collect mercenaries ; but that meanwhile lie preferred to give the officers the pay he would otherwise have to give the men. Accordingly he bade each dismiss the men who were on his own muster-roll. The officers, scenting a source of gain for themselves, dismissed their men, as they were bidden. Shortly afterwards, Stabelbius called them together and informed them that α conductor without his chorus and an officer without his men were alike useless ; wherefore let them depart from his country.
When Dionysius was making a tour of the temples, 41 wherever he saw a gold or silver table set, he bade them fill a cup “ in honour of the good spirit,” b and then had the table carried away. Wherever, again, he saw a precious bowl set before one of the images, he would order its removal, with the words “ I accept
“ σιταρχία (corn allowance) anil /u<rtf(5s (pay) here seem to be identified i possibly because in a laml where grain was readily purchasable the former was given in money. Cf §§ 23, 29.
11 Cf Cicero, De naiura deorum, iii. 3. 4, and Atlienaeus, Deipnoeophirtae, xv. 693.
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τὰ θ’ ίμάτια τά τε χρυσά καί τούς στεφάνους (τους) sc, . . λ ττερι·ρρει τὥν αγαλμάτων, φάσκων αντος καί κουφότερα και εύωδεστερα δούναι· εἶτα ἱμάτια μεν λευκά, στεφάνους δέ λευκοίνους3 ττεριετίθει.
1 ζταία') *· * inserted by Susemihl, as there is a lacuna in some of the mss. Perhaps it· would be better to mseil </.αί rapyupdi after τά τε χρυσά, “gold and silver raiment.”
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it.” He also stripped the images of 1 licit golden raiment and giivlands, and declaring lie -would give them lighter and more fragrant wear, arrayed them in robes of white (linen) and garlands of white stocks.
2	Aei'Ko/eoiis Comerarius foi ais. \cih,Uovs, “ of poplar.”
sm
p‘140 Ι. Bonam mulierem eorum quae sunt intus dominari oportet curam habentem omnium secundum scriptas leges, non permitLentem ingredi nullum, si non vir perceperit,1 timentem praecipue verba forensium 10 mulierum ad comiptionem imimae, Et quae intus sibi oontingunt ut sola sciat, et si quid sinistri ab ingredientibus fiat, vir habet causam. Dominam existentem expensarum et sumptuum ad festivitates, quas quidem vir pemiiserit, expensis et vestimento ac apparatu minori utentem quam etiam leges civitatis is praecipiunt, considerantenv quoniara nec quaestus vestimentorum differens forma* nec auri multitudo tanta est ad mulieris virtutem quanta raodestia in quolibet opere et desiderium lionestae atque eom-positae vitae. Etenim quilibet talis ornatus et elatio animi est3 et multo certius ad senectutem iustas laudea sibi filiisque tribuendo.
20	Tfllium quidem igitur ipsa se inanimet mulier composite dominari (indecens enim viro videtui· scire quae intus fiunt) : in ceteris autem omnibus viro p.i«parere intendat nec quicquam civilium audiens nec
1	o reads praeceperit, “ authority
2	Readiiig scientem quod nec vestium quaestus differt pulchritudine (e) (Μυϊαν atSre Krrjar ίματίων διαφίρονσαν κάλλει . . «)»
3	Reading etenim invidiosus φιλωτόή omnis animae huius-modi ornatus est. . . . (c).
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BOOK III
I. A good wife should bo the mistress of her home, having under her cai-e till that is within it, iiccoiding to the rules we have laid down. She should allow none to enter without her husband’s knowledge, dreading above all things the gossip of ga titling women, which tends to poison the soul. She alone should have knowledge of what, happens within, whilst if any harm is wrought by those from without, her husband will bear the blame. She roust exercise control of the money spent on such festivities .is her husband has approved, keeping, moreover, within the limit set by law upon expenditure, dress, and ornament; and remembering that beauty depends not on costliness of raiment, nor does abundance of gold so conduce to the praise of a woman as self-control in all that she does, and her inclination towards an honourable and well-ordered life.® For such adornment of the soul as this is in truth ever a thing to be envied, and a far surer warrant for the payment, to the woman herself in her old age and to her children after her, of the due meed of praise.
This, then, is the province over which a woman should be minded to bear an orderly rule ; for it seems not fitting that a man should know all that es within the house. But in all other matters,
t be her aim to obey her husband ; giving no heed
« Of 1 Peter Hi. 3, 4. 2d
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aliquid de hiis quae ad nuptias spectare videntur velit peragere. Sed cum tempus exigit propvios filios fihasve foras tradere aut reeipere, tunc autem pareat quoque viro m omnibus et simul deliberet et oboediat, 5 si ille praeceperit, arbitrans non ita viro esse turpe eorum quae domi sunt quicquam peragere sicut mulieri quae foris sunt perquirere. Sed arbitrari decet vere compositam mulierem viri mores vitae suae legem imponi, a deo sibi impositos, cum nuptiis et fortuna comunctos, quos equidem si patienter et 10 humiliter ferat, facile reget domum, si vero non, difficilius. Propter quae decet non solum cum con-tingit virum ad rerum esse prosperilatem et ad aliam gloriam, unanimcm esse1 ac iuxta velle servire, verum eliam in adversitatibus. Si quid autem in rebus deerit vel ad corporis aegritudinem aut ad igno-15 rantiam animae esse manifestam, dicat quoque semper optima et in decentibus obsequatur, praeterquam turpe quidem agere aut sibi non dignum, vel memo-rem esse, si quid vir animae passione ad ipsam pec-caverit, de nihilo conqueratur quasi lllo hoc peragente, 20 sed haec omnia aegritudinis ac ignorantiae ponere et aocidentium peccatorum. Quantum enim in hiis quis diligentius obsequetur, tanto maiorem gratiam habe-bit qui curatus extiterit, cum ab aegritudine fuerit liberatus : et si quid ei iubenti non bene habentiuxn non paruerit mulier, multo magis sentiet a morbo 26 curatus. Propter quae decet timere huiusmodi, in
1 Reading, With e, prudentm simul inteUegere = ffw0/nWj ομονοεί» (?).
0 Or (if manifestam. esse represents δηλονότι) " then plainly it is her pavt to encourage . . . and to yield . .
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to public affairs, nor desiring any part in arranging the marriages of her children. Rather, when the time shall come to give or receive in marriage sons or daughters, let her even then hearken to her husband in all respects, and agreeing Anth him obey his behest; considering that it is less unseemly for him to deal with a matter within Lhe house than it is for her to pry into those outside its walls. Nay, it is fitting that a woman of well-ordered life should consider that her husband’s uses are as law's appointed for her own life by divine will, along with the marriage state anil the fortune she shaves. If she endure them with patience and gentleness, she will rule her home With ease ; otherwise, not so easily. Wherefore not only when her husband is in prosperity and good report does it beseem her to be in modest agreement ■with him, anrl to render him the service he wills, but also in times of adversity. If, through sickness or fault of judgement, his good fortune fails, then must she show her quality,11 encouraging him ever with words of cheer and yielding him obedience in all fitting ways j only let her do nothing base or unworthy of herself, or remember any wrong her husband may have done her through distress of mind. Let her refrain from all complaint, nor charge him with the wrong, but rather attribute everything of this kind to sickness or ignorance or accidental errors. For the more sedulous her service herein, the fuller will be his gratitude when he is restored, and freed from his trouble ; anil if she has failed to obey him when he commanded aught that is amiss, the deeper will be his recognition {of her loyalty) when health returns. Wherefore, whilst careful to avoid such (misplaced obedience), in other respects she will 403
ARISTOTLE
aliis autem multo diligentius obsequi, quam si empta venisset ad domum : magno enim pretio empta fmt, societate namque vitae et procreatione libei-orum quibus nil maius nec sanctius fieret. Adhuc insuper si quidem cum felici viro vixisset, non quoque similiter p. 142 fieret divulgata.1 Et quidem non modicum est uli bene prosperitate et non liumiliter, verum etiam adversitatem bene suiFerre multo magis merito hono-ratur : nam in multis iniuriis el doloribus esse et nihil s turpe peragere fortis animi est. Orare quidem igitur decet in adversitatem virum non pervemre, si vero quicquam mali sibi contingat, arbitrari huics optimam laudem esse sobriae mulieris, existimantem quoniam nec Alccstis taiitam acquireret sibi gloriam nec Penelope tot et tantas laudes meruisset, si cum felicibus 10 viris vixissent: nunc autem Admeti et Ulixis adver-sitates paraverunt eis memoriam imraortalem. Factae enim in malis fideles et iustae viris, a diis nee immerito sunt honoratae. Prosperitatis quidem enim facile invenire participantes, adversitati vero nolunt com-municare non optimae mulierum. Propter quae is omnia decet multo magis honorare virum et in vere-cundia non habere, si sacra pudicitia3 et opes animosi-tatis* filius secundum Herculem' non sequantur.
II. Muliei-em quidem ergo in quodam tali typo
1 o reads manifesta for divulgata (of esse manifestam above).
a Reading hie with c.
8 o reads mentis sanitasfor the pudicitia Of a and b. Both translate apparently σωφροσύνη.
4	animositatis the ass. of b give the Greek word, εύβυμο-σύνη!, in corrupt forms, which Rose emends to euthymosynae.
6 Reading Orpheum with b and c for Herculem a.
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serve him more assiduously than if she had been a bondwoman bought, and taken home. I'or he Jus indeed bought her with a great price—with partnership in his life and m the procreation of children ; th«n which things nought could be greater or more divine. And besides all this, the wife who had only lived ill company with a fortunate husband would not have had the like opportunity to show her true quality. For though there be no small merit in a right and noble use of prosperity, still the right endurance of adversity justly receives an honom greater by far. For only ft great soul can live in the midst of trouble and wrong without itself committing any base act. And so, while praying that her husband may be spared adversity, if trouble should come il beseems the wife to consider that here a good woman wins her highest praise. Let her bethink herself how Aleestis would never have attained such renown nor Penelope have deserved all the high praises bestowed on her had not their husbands know adversity ; whereas the troubles of Admetus and Ulysses have obtained for their wives a reputation that shall never die. For because in time of distress they proved themselves faithful and dutiful to their husbands, the gods have bestowed on them the honour they deserved. To find partners in prosperity is easy enough ; but only the best women are ready to share in adversity. For all these reasons it is fitting that a woman should (in time of adversity) pay her husband an honour greater by far, nor feel shame on his account even when, as Orpheus “ says, Holy health of soul, and wealth, the child of α brave spirit, companion him no moie.
II. Such then is the pattern of the rules and ways 405
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ρ. 142
legum et morum oportet se custodire : vir autem 20 leges a similibus adinvenial uxoris in usum, quoniam tamquam socia filioruni et vitae ad domiim viri1 dcvenit, relinquens filios gemtovum viri et sui nomina ρ. 1Ί8 habituros. Quibus quid sanctius* fieret aut circa quae magis vir sanae mentis studebit quam ex optima et pretiosissima mulieve liberos procreare senectutis pastores quasi optimos et pudicos3 patris ac matris 5 custodes ac totius domus conservatores : quoniam educati quippe recte a patre et matre sancte atque iuste ipsis utentium1 quasi nierito boni fient, hoc autem non obtinentes patientur defectum. Exem-plum enim vitae filiis nisi parentes dederint, puram et excusabilem causam adinvicem habere poterunt. 10 Timor (que) ne contempti a filiis, cum non bene viverent, ad interitum ipsis erunt.
Propter quae enim nihil decet omittere ad uxoris doctrinam, ut iuxta posse quasi ex optimis liberos valeant procreare. Etenim agricola niliil omittit studendo, ut ad optimam terram5 ft maxime bene cultam semen consumere, expectans ita optimum sibi is fructum fieri, et vult pro ea, ut devastari non possit, si sic contigerit, mori cum inimicis pugnando : et huiusmodi mors maxime honoratur. Ubi autem tantum studiura fit pro corporis esca, ad quam anirnae semen consumitur, quid si pro suis liberis matre atque
1 Reading, with o, quoniam promissa socia vitae et filiorum sicut ab extraneitate deprecator ad domum vin . . . (ef Bk. I., e. iv. 1).
*	Reading divmius o. Otherwise, “ more sacred."
*	Reading prudentissimos β: pudicos is apparently a misunderstanding of σώφρονα!.
*	utentibus c. a apparently keeps the genitive of the Greek.
8 ut ad optimam terram=e& yijp ώί άρίστηρ (?).
m
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of living which a good wife will observe. And the rules which a good husband will follow in treatment of his wife will be similar ; seeing that she lias entered his home like a suppliant from without, anil is pledged to be the partner of his life and parenthood ; and that the offspring she leaves behind her will bear the names of their parents, her name as well as his. And what could be more divine than this, or more desired by a man of sound mind, than to beget by ft noble and honoured wife children who shall be the most loyal supporters And discreet guardians of theii parents in old age, and the preservers of the whole house ? Rightly reared by father and mother, children will grow up virtuous, as those who have treated them piously and righteously deserve that they should ; but (parents) who observe not these precepts will be losers thereby. For unless parents have given their children an example how to live, the children in their turn will be able to offer a fair and specious excuse (for undutifulness). Such parents will risk being rejected by their offspring for their evil lives, and thus bringing destruction upon their own heads.
Wherefore his wife’s training should be the object of a man’s unstinting care ; that so far as is possible theii· children may spring from the noblest of stock. For the tiller of the soil spares no pains to sow his seed in the most fertile and best cultivated land, looking thus to obtain the fairest fruits ; and to save it from devastation is ready, if such be his lot, to fall in conflict with his foes ; a death which men crown with the highest of praise. Seeing, then, that such care is lavished on the body’s food, surely every care should be taken on behalf of our own children’s
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20 nutnce1 * nonne omne studium est faciendum ? Hoc enim solo omne moriale semper factum immortalitatis participat, et. omnes petitiones ac orationes divum permanent paternorum. Unde qui contemnit hoc, et deos videtur neglegere. Propter deos itaque, coi'am quibus sacra mactavii et uxorem duxit, et 2f> multo magis se post parentes uxori tradidit ad honorem.
Maximus autem honor sobriae mulieri, si videt virum suum observantem sibi castitatem et de nulla alia muliere curam magis habentem, sed prae ceteris omnibus propriam et amicam et fidelem [sibi] existi-144 mantem. Tanto etiam magis studebit se talern esse mulier : si cognoverit fidelitei· atque iuste ad se virum amabilem esse, et ipsa circa virum iuste fidelis erit. Ergo prudentem* ignorare non decet nec paren-r. tum qui sui honorea sunt nec qui uxori et filiis proprii et decentes, ut tribuens unicuique quae sua sunt iustus et sanctus fiat. Multo enim maxime graviter quisque fert honore suo privatus, nec etiam si aliorum quia multa dederit propria auferendo, libenter ac-ceperit. Niliil quoque maius nec propius est uxori ad 10 virum quam societas honorabilis et fidelis. Propter quae non decet hominem sanae mentis3 ut ubicun-que contingit ponere eemen suum, nec ad qualem-cunque accesserit, proprium immittere semen, ut non degeneribus et iniquis similia liberis legitiruis
1 Reading, with one jfs. of b, pro suorum filiorura malre atque nutrice. Probably a ha* misunderstood s-epl walSmr injrpAs sal τρίφαν. ad quam animae semen consumitur, misplaced in a, follows nutrice in b and e.
* prudentem=T0i' σώφρανα i o has qui sanae mentis est. Of the next note.
9 hominem sanae mentis here o has recta sapientem.
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mother and nurse, in whom is implanted the seed from which there springs a living soul. Τοι· it is only by this mean.s that each morLal, successively produced, participates in immortality ; and that petitions and prayeis continue to be offered to ancestral gods. So that, he who thinks ligluly of this " would seem also to be slighting the gods, l'or then· sake then, m whose presence lie offered sacrifice and led his wife home, promising to honour her far abovr all olliers saving his parents, (a man must have cure for -wife and children).
Now a virtuous wife is best honoured when she sees that her husband is faithful to her, and lius no preference for another woman ; but before all others loves and trusts her and holds her as his own. And so much the more will the woman seek to be what he accounts her. If she perceives that her husband’s affection for her is faithful and righteous, she too will be faithful and righteous towards him. Wherefore a man of sound mind ought not to forget, what honours are proper to his parents or what fittingly belong to his wife and children ; so that rendering to each and all their own, he may obey the law of men and of gods. For the deprivation we feel most of all is that of the special honour which is our due ; nor will abundant gifts of what belongs to others be welcome to him who is dispossessed of his own. Now to a wife nothing is of more value, nothing more rightfully her own, than honoured and faithful partnership with her husband. Wherefore it befits not a man of sound mind to bestow his person promiscuously, or have random intercourse with women ; for otherwise the base-born will share in the 0 t.e., the procreation of children.
409
ARISTOTLE
fiant,1 et quidem uxor honore suo privetur, filiis is vero opprobrium adiungatur.
III.	De hiis ergo omnibus reverentia viro debetur* : appropinquare vero decet eius uxori cum honestate el cum multa modestia et timore, dando verba coniunc-tionis eius, qui bene habet, ac liciti opens ct honesti, multa modestia8 et fide utendo, parva quidem et 20 spontanea4 rcmittendo peccata: et si quid autem per ignorantiam deliquerit, moneai nec metum in-cutiat sine vereoundia et pudore, Nec etiam sit neglegens nec severus.6 Talis quidem enim passio meretricis (ad) adulterum est, cum vereoundia autem et pudore aequaliter diligere et timereliberae mulieris 25 ad proprium vkum est. Duplex enim timoris species est : alia quidem fit cum verecundia et pudore, qua utuntur ad patres filii sobrii et honesti et cives com-145 positi ad benignos rectores, alia vero cum inimicitia et odio, sicut servi ad dominos et civcs ad tyrannos iniuriosos et iniquos.
Ex hiis quoque omnibus eligens meliora, uxorem sibi concordem et fidelem et propriam facere decet, ut praesente viro et non, utatur semper non minus 5 ac si praesens adesset, ut tamquam rerum com-
1 Or reading, with c, ut non de illegitimis et vilibus generi-bu§ similes his, qui legitime procreati sunt, “/or otherwise the unlawfully and basely born will be undistinguished from his children of lawful birth."
J Beading, with c, attendendum est viro.
a c reads mansuetudine, “ gentleness
*	Reading quae non sponte c for spontanea a.
*	Or reading, with c, nec solutam saevitiam nec voluptatem, “ anger and pleasure must alike be kept in control."
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rights of his lawful children, and his wife will be robbed of her honour due, and shame be attached to his sons.
III. To all these matters, therefore, a man should give heed. And it is fitting that he should approach his wife in honourable wise, full of self-restraint and awe ; and in his conversation with lier, should use only the words of a right-minded man, suggesting only such acts as are themselves lawful anil honourable ; treating her with much self-restraint and trust,11 and passing over any trivial ox unintentional errors she has committed. And if through ignorance she has done wrong, he should advise her of it without threatening, in a courteous and modest manner. Indifference (to her faults) andharsh reproof <ofthem), he must alike avoid. Between a courtesan and her lover, such tempers are allowed their course ; between a free >voman and her lawful .spouse there should be a reverent and modest mingling of love and fear. For of fear there are two kinds. The fear which virtuous and honourable sons feel towards then· fathers, and loyal citizens towards right-minded rulers, has for its companions reverence and modesty ; but the other kind, felt by slaves for masters and by subjects for despots who treat them with injustice and wrong, is associated with hostility and hatred.
By choosing the better of all these alternatives a husband should secure the agreement, loyalty, and devotion of his wife, so that whether he himself is present or not, there may be no difference in her attitude towards him, since she realizes that they are •
• Or “ loyalty."
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muniiim curatorcs,1 et quando vir abest ut sentiat uxor, quod nullus sibi melior nec modestior nec magis propnus viro suo. Et ostendet hoc in principio2 ad commune bonum semper respiciens, quamvis novitia sit in. talibus. Et si ipse sibi maxime dominetur, 10 optimus totius vitae rector existet et uxorem talibus uti docebit. Ν am nec amicitiam nec timorem absque pudore nequaquam honoravit Homerus,3 sed ubique am are praecepit cum modestia et pudore, tinicre autem siout Helena ait dicens Priamum : “ metuen-dus et reverendus es milii et terribilis, amatissime is socer," nil aliud dicens quam cum timore ipsum diligere ac pudore. Et rursus Ulixes ad Nausicaam dicit hoc : “ te, mulier, valde miror et timeo.” Arbitratin' cnim Homerus sic ad invicem viium et uxorem habere putans ambos bene fieri taliter se habentes. -0 Nemo enim diligit nec miratur unquam peiorem nec timet etiam cum pudore, sed huiusmodi passiones contingunt ad invicem melioribus et natura benignis, minoribus tamen scientia ad se meliores. Hunc habitum Ulixes ad Penelopen habens in absentia nil deliquit, Agamemnon autem propter Chryseidem ad
1 Or reading, with c, ut praesente viro ct non, utatur niliilo minus, ac si quando parentes sibi adsint, ut communibus curet rehus, “eo that whether he himself is present or not, she may treat him as she would her parents, and act as guardian of the common interests{Perhaps the translator has confused the Greek word παρ&ντος with the Latin word parentes.)
a o reads ostendet quidem vir hoc in principle. Perhaps
3	Or reading, with o, siout et Homerus ait decet habere virum. Non enim . . . , “ and so too would the poet Uomer have a husband to be. For he . .
« Iliad iii. 173 i
aiSoiis ri μυΐ έσσι, φίλε i/evpi, Sea/ύτ τε 412
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2r> eius uxorem peccavit, in ecclesia dicens mulierem captivam et non bonam, immo ut dicam barbarara, in nullo deficere in wtutibus Clytaemnestrae, non bene p. we quidem, ex se liberos habenle,1 neque iuste cohabitare usus est. Qualiter enim iuste, qui antequam sciret, illam, qualis fieret erga se, nuper per violentiam duxit ? Ulixes autem rogante ipsum Atlantis filia sibi cohabitare el promittente semper facere iin-b mortalem,2 nec ut fieret immortalis prodere prae-sumpsit uxoris affectum et dilectionem et fidem, maximam arbilrans poenam suam fieri, si malus existens immortalitatem mereatur habere. Nam euro Circe iacere noluit nisi propter amicorum saluiem, immo respondit ei, quod nihil dulcius eius patria ίο posset videri quamvis asp era existente, et oravit magis mortalem uxorem filiumque videre quam vivere : sic firmiter in uxorem fidem suam seuvabat. Pro quibus recipiebat aequaliter ab uxore.
IV.	Patet etiam et actor8 in oratione Ulixis ad Nausicaam honorare maxime viri et uxoris cum ic nuptiia pudicam societatem. Oravit enim deos sibi*
1 This points to Κλνταψρ-ήίτραη ... it; icu/τοΡ iraiSas έχούστ]·;, a has deesse a Clytemnestm . , . non bene igitur, liberos habeas ex ea, nec iuste puella muliere usus est.
! Reading, with c, et promittente immovtalem facere et beatum omni tempore.
3	Reading auotor with one us. c reads poeta.
4	Durand seems to have mistaken αύτ-ij for airy. This would account for his writing ipsa in the next sentence.
*	Iliad i. 1131
καί yip βα ΚΚυταιμρ-ήστρηί τροβίβουΚα, KOVptiiijs άλόχου, isrel οϋ ISiv ίστι χερείων, ού Si μα; ούδέ φυή», οΰτ &ρ φρένα,ί οΰτ( η ipya.
11 Calypso. See Odyssey ν. 136, 203 foil.
<’ Of. Plato, Gorgias &T2 foil.
*	Of Odyssey ix. 28 foil.
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declaring in open assembly that a base captive worn an, and of alien race besides, was in no wise inferior to Clytemnestra in womanly excellence.α Tins was ill spoken of the mother of his children ; nor was his connexion with the other a righteous one. How could it be, when he had but recently compelled her to be his concubine, and before lie had any experience of her behaviour to him ? Ulysses on the other hand, when the daughter of Atlas b besought him to share her bed and board, and promised him immortality and everlasting happiness, could not bring himself even for the sake of immortality to betray the kindness and love and loyalty of his wife, deeming immortality purchased by unrighteousness to be the worst of all punishments.® For it was only to save his comrades that he yielded his person to Circe ; and in answer to her he even declared that in his eyes nothing could be more lovely than his native isle, rugged though it were ; and prayed that lie might die, if only he might look upon his mortal wife and son.1* So firmly did he keep troth with his wife ; and received in return from her the like loyalty.®
IV. Once again, in the words addressed by Ulysses to Nausicaa! the poet makes clear the great honour in which he holds the virtuous companionship of man and wife in mamage. There l\e prays the gods to
■ With this chapter cf the poem of Simon Dach (1648) translated by Longfellow as “ Annie of Thuraw."
> Odyssey vi. 180 foil.:
col Si Seal τόσα SoUv ίσα φρισί σρσι ptvoiv!/.s,
Ανδρα re καί οίκον καί ομοφροσύνην ότάσιιαν άσβλήν ■ οι) μιν yap τοΰ ye κρεΐασον καί ipeiov, ή &θ' όμοφρονίοντο νοήμασιν οίκον Ιχητον Ανήρ -//Si γυνή' πίλλ' &\yea δυσμνέοσσιν, χάρμα τα δ’ κύμενότησι' μάλιστα Si τ (κλυον αυτοί.
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dare virum et domurn et unanimitatem optatam ad virum, non quamcunque, sed bonam. Nihil enim maius bonum ipsa in hominibus ait esse,1 quam cum Concordes vir el uxor in voluntatibus domum regunt. Hinc patet rursus, quod non laudal unanimitatem •20 ad inviccm, quae circa prava servitia fit, sed earn quae animo et prudentia iuste coniuncta est: nam volunlatibus domum regeve2 id significat. El iterum dicens quia cum huiusmodi dilectio fit, multae quidem tiistitiae inimicis fiimt, in ipsis amicis vero gaudia α mulla,* et maxime audiunt ipsum sicut vera diccntem. Nam viro et uxore circa optima concorditer existenti-bus necesse et utriusque amicos sibi ad invicem concordare, deinde fortes existcntes esse terribiles inimicis, suis autem utiles : liiis vero discordantibus p. 147 different et amici, deinde vero infirmos esse maxime ipsos huiusmodi sentire.*
In istis autem manifeste praecipit actor· ea quidem quae prava et impudica, invicem inhibere, ea vero quae iuxta posse" et pudica et iusta sunt, indiffereatev’ β sibimet ipsis sei'vire : studentes primo quidem curam parentum habere, vir quidem eorum qui sunt uxoris
1 Reading, with c, nihil enim hoc maius bornun inquit esse in hominibus. (But e has sibi above.)
*	e omits domum regunt (above) and domum regere (here).
3	Οτ reading, with c, necessc et amicos utriusque laetavi, “ of necessity the friends of each will also rejoice
4	Readina, with o, oportet et amicos discordes esse, deinde autem deblles esse, maxime autem sentire huiusmodi eos. The last five words seem to represent αύτοί/s St μάλιστα τοιοΰτό τι πάσχαν, echoing μάλιστα 84 τ ίκλυον αι5τοι.
*	Reading auctor with several mss. o has poeta, as above.
*	iuxtft posse=κατά δύναμιν or κατά τά δυνατόν. Perhaps the words are misplaced in the Latin, as they appear to qualify obsequi.
7	indifferentei· = άδιαφόμωι (?): alias cumsoLHcitudine,11 sedulously."
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grant her η husband and a home ; and between herself and her husband, precious umLy of mind; provided that such unity be for righteous ends. For, says he, there is no greater blessing on earth than when husband and wife rale their home in harmony of mind and will. Moreover it is evident from this that the unity which the poet commends is no mutual subservience in each other’s vices, but one that is rightfully allied with wisdom and understanding ; for this is the meaning of the words “ rule the house in (harmony of) mind.” AncI he goes on to say that wherever such a love is found between man nnd wife, it is a cause of sore distress to those who hate them and of delight to those that love them; while the truth of his words is most of all acknowledged by the happy pair.11 For when wife and husband are agreed about tile best things in life, of necessity the friends of each will also be mutually agreed; and the strength which the pair gain from their unity will make them formidable to their enemies and helpful to llieir own. But when discord reigns between them, their friends too will disagree and become in consequence enfeebled, while the pair Lhemselves will suffer most of all.
In all these precepts it is clear that the poet is teaching husband and wife to dissuade one another from whatever is evil and dishonourable, while unselfishly furthering to the best of their power one another’s honourable and righteous aims. In the first place they will strive to perform all duty towards their parents, the husband towards Lhose of his wife
a The Greek, as cited above, is
μάλιστα Si τ ΐκ\νΰν ttirol,
“ and themselves best know tlwir own case."
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non minus quam suorum, uxor vero eonim qui sunt viri. Deinde filiorum et amicorum et rerum et totius domus tamquam communis curam habeant, colluctantes ad 10 invicem, ut plurium bonorum ad commune uterque causa fiat et melior atque iustior, dimittens quidem superbiam, regens autem recte et habens humilem modum et mansuetum,1 ut cum ad senectutem vene-rint, liberati a beneficio multnque cura et conoupis-centiarum et voluptatum, qtiae interdum fiunt in U iuventute, habeant invicem et filiis respondcre, uter eorum ad domum plurium bonorum rector factus est, et statim scire aut per fortunam malum aut per viriutem bonum. In quibus qui vicent, maximum meritum α diis consequitur, ut Pindavus ait: dulce enim sibi cor et spes mortalium multiplicem volun-2u tatem gubernat, secundum autem a filiis, feliciter ad senectutem depasci. Propter quae proprie et com-muniter decet iuste considerantes ad oinaes deos et homines enm qui vitam habet* et multum ad suam uxorem et filios et parentes.
1 c has maosuetos et domesticos mores, “ in a kindly spirit which befits a home."
* Reading, with c, vivere instead of Durand's eum qui vitam habet. Perhaps the translator confused διαβιοΰν (infin.) and διαβιων (panic.).
• Or “ which of their parents.”
b A mistranslation of the following words, cited by Plato in Republic i. 331 a :
yXvKeftt oi καρδία!) άτάλλοισα γηροτρόφος συναοριΐ ίΧπΙι, Λ μάλιστα θνατ&ν ττοΧύστροφον γνώμην κυβίρνμ,
“ the old age (of a righteous man) is sustained by a pleasant
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no less than towards his own, mid she in her turn towards his. Their next duties are towards theii children, their friends, their estate, ami their entire household which they will treat ω a common possession ; each vying with the other in the effort to contribute most to the common welfare, and to excel in virtue and righteousness ; laying aside arrogance, and ruling with justice in a kindly and unassuming spirit. And so nt length, when they reach old age, and are freed from the duty of providing for others and from preoccupation with the pleasures and desires of youth, they will be able to give answer also to their children, if question arise whether child or parent® has contributed more good things to the common household store ; and will be well assured that whatsoever of evil has befallen them is due to fortune, and whatsoever of good, to their own virtue. One who comes victorious through such question wins fioni heaven, as Pindar says,* his chiefcst reward ; for “ hope, and a soul filled with fail· thoughts arc supreme in the manifold mind of mortals ” ; and next, from his children the good fortune of being sustained by them in his old age. And therefore it behoves us to preserve throughout our lives a righteous attitude towards all gods and mortal men, to each individually, and to all in common0; and not least towards our own wives anil children and parents.
companion that cherishes his heart; even by Hope, who more than aught else guides the wayward mind uf mortals.” “ Or “both as individuals and as members of a community.”
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(PERSONS AND PLACES)
N.B —In Book» ι and Hi, Ambto numln'rs refer to the Chuptea In Uool u
A&m ,
lesend, king of Myci-imo Greece, mid with his brotl: Menelaus leader of tlie Uresis
her life instead of lior husband's. She la the heroine of α famous play by Εαπριύβ»
founded by Alexander the (
AntimenSa, il. 84, 88. An offle Alexander the Great Antissa, 11. β. Λ town In the Isle of Lesbos off the N.W, coast of Asia Minor
Artstotelos, il. 16. (See note there) Artabazus,».80. Peuiangovernor of Western isia under Artawxea III. Slid Durlufl III.
A til ribff), 11. 85. The chief city of α province ol Lower Egypt Atliti, III. 3. A ptnrtu in licatlnn of the Nortli African mountain, floured as a Riant holding heaven and aortli asunder The goddess Calypso, who entertained Odysseus (Ulysses) un her Island, was one of hie daughters
BabylOn, if. 84 A great city on tlia Euphrates; seat of the Chaldean empire from 012 u.c. Cyi iw the Persian took It In 639, and Alexander the Great died there In 328
Bosporus (■* Oi-pnenago"), li. «. Auoient uftnio οΓ (1) tlie Straits ofOonstentinojile, (2) tb.Btnuta of Yemkaluh, K. of the Crime». Tlie Crinvw was colonized by Grenks from Miletus about 600 B.o., and from tills colony afterwards arose Μι. Kingdom of Bosporus, lo which tins rt tuition probably refers Byzantium, II. 3. A uolnny of tliiJ Greek city of Megara, situated where Constantinople was dftei'·
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THE MAGNA MORALIA
INTRODUCTION
The Peripateticα School, founded at Athens by Aristotle m the second half of the fourth century b.c., has left us four treatises on Ethics, or the Science and Art of Human Conduct. They are known as the Ethics of Nicomachus ; the Ethics of Eudemus ; the Great Ethics b ; and the Tract on Virtues and Vices.
Nicomachus was the son of Aristotle, and the tvea Lise which bears his name bore it as far back as the days of Cicero.® That he did no more than edit his father’s work was then the opinion of the learned; an opinion confirmed by the studies of modem times.
Eudemus of Rhodes was one of Aristotle's most eminent pupils, the author of several works on Mathematics and Natural Science. The earliest testimony to his authorship of the treatise on Ethics which bears his name is that of Aspasius, a commentator of the first century a.d. ; quoted by Susemihl in his Introduction, p. xxixA
While it is generally agreed that both the above •
•	So called from the Promenade (περίπατος) where the philosopher lectured.
b τα μεγάλα ’ΐίθικά: in Latin, Magna Moralia.
*	See De Finibus v. S.
4 Aspasius on Nicomachus, Bk.VIII. c. viii.: λέγει δι καί Εΰδημος καί Θεόφραστος ότι καί καθ’ υπεροχήν φιλίαι εν Tots abrols γίνονται r) Si ή&σνήν ή δια τό χρήσιμον ή St άρετήν. The reference is to Eudemus VII. χ. 10.
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treatises present us with the substance of Aristotle’s own lectures on Ethics, the relation between the two has been very differently conceived. Grant (Essay I. pp. 23 foil.), in agreement with Leonhard" Spengel, regards the latter as a rewriting of the former. By several German scholars (Jagcr, Walzer, Brink) the converse lias recently been maintained, and the edition of Eudemus held to be an early sketch which Aristotle afterwards elaborated in the longer work.
Three Books (Nicomachus V., VI., VII.: Eudemus
IV., V., VI.) are common to both editions ; and the question of their authorship has been much discussed. Among British scholars, Munro, Jackson, Grant, and Stock attribute them to Eudemus ; while Burnet and Rackham think they belonged originally to the work of Nicomachus. This is also the opinion of the German editors Spengel and Susemihl,0 though they except the treatise on Pleasure which forms the second part of Eud. VI. (Me. VII.). For a full discussion, the reader may be referred to the editions of Grant and Burnet.
Students of the Great Ethics, with rare exceptions,*> take them to be a post-Aristotelean epitome. Susemihl (Introduction to Magna Moralia, p. xii) says they are extracted chiefly from Eudemus; whilst Brink points out that in their general structure they follow Nicomachus. The origin of the title (which cannot be traced higher than the time of Mavcus Aurelius) is uncertain. As the two βιβλία or rolls into which the work was divided cover the ground of the eight rolls of Eudemus, which nevertheless con-
4 Introduction to Eudemi Ethica. pp, ix foil.
s Notable among these are Schleiermacher and Prof. Hans von Arnim ofvienna.
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ground as ihe first four of Nicnmachits \ namely, the definition and nnulysis of Moral Vntue.
lind IV, Book IV. ( = Λ7ί·. V.) treats of Justice, (1) as an ν ) ^tract principle. (2) as a Virtue—a State or Ilaltit of the Soul. The principle is a species of equulity, which assigns to men their deserved propoitions of good and ill. Two main types of it are distinguished, the Distributive and the Corrective ; as an instrument of both. Currency is devised, to be a token and a measure of our needs ; which we can keep till the need arises, and then exchange for the needed goods. Justice as a Virtue must l><> voluntary ; its proper sphere is the intercourse of fellow-citizens. No one voluntarily commits injustice against himself or suffers it from another, though lie may commit or suffer something contrary to the principle or rule. Finally, Equity («rieAettt) is explained as a Virtue which intervenes in cases where strict Justice is inapplicable.
Bud. v. Description of tile Moral Virtues (ηθικ,ά ilperiu) (ATic. VI) bejng thus concluded, the question arises, what is the rational Rule or Standard in accordance with which the virtuous man’s passions are balanced between excess and defect ?
Determination of this Rule is a task for the Intellect ; but for its calculative or deliberative side (rb λογιστικόν) which deals with changeable things, not for the speculative part (τδ ΐτηστημονικ&ν) which embraces pure knowledge. Now just as the Moral Virtues are excellences of the irrational or passionate nature, so in our rational or intellectual nature there are certain outstanding powers or excellences of thought Chief among these are the Artistic, Scientific, Practical, Philosophical, and Intuitive 430
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powers (τίχνη, ίπΗΓΤημη, <Ιφόνη<τ^“ irofu, vofs). Of ilu.'se, Practical Thought or ΡπκΙι·ηυο is found to be the seat of that RighI Hule ΛνΙικ·Ιι controls ftlorul Virtue.
After distinguishing the applications of “ Prudence ” to the life of the State, the Family, and the Individual, the author touches upon certain cognate powers such as Good Couiisd, Shrewdness, Oonsider-ateuess. He then returns to Jntuitive Thought (io!V), and traces its relation to Prudence. Finally he eon-trnMs Philosophic Thought, and Prudence as representative excellences of the two sulos of the Intellect. Prudence, however, needs Μοι til Virtue, or it. degenerates into Cleverness ; even as apart from Prudence, Moral Virtue becomes a blind and fallible instinct.
After reviewing cvilain stalls of soul which tran- κ scend oulinary VirLue or Vice, the author proceeds (l to consider Self-Control (ιγκρστκσ) and its opposite Self-Indulgence (ΰκραχτίο). Like the Virtue- of Temperance (iroH/.pwnV//) and i he Vice of Profligacy (ακολασι») they are concerned with bodily pleasure and pain ; but whereas the profligate, misguided by a false Rule, purposes wrongly, the self-indulgent, though he knows the true “ major premiss ” or rule of conduct, and also the “ minor premiss ” which applies it to his own case, fails to act upon the latter through the influence of Desire ; which resembles
α Dr. W. Juger, who believes the Eudemian EthU'i to represent an earlier stage of Aristotle’s own thought, points out (as Greenwood in his edition of Nic. VI. had already done) that in Eud. I., VIT., VIII. φρόνησα is the" highest form of Thought, corresponding rather to σοφία here. He therefore ranges the present Book with the later (λ’icomaohtan) version. (Arintotle, English trunk, c. ix., with concluding note. Oxford, 1931..)
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thut of slumber, vniulncsh, ον inl.osienlion. Ills wise is more hopeful Hum 11ml, of the profligate, because the rational Rule in him is as yet uncomipted.
The· remainder of tile Jiook ti uata, like A7c. X , of tile relation of Pleasure to Happiness. Hen·, however, the view is taken Iha1 Happiness and the noblest kinds of Pleasure are identical. And thuugh the palm is given to the pleasure of Contemplation, it is recognized that those who arc capable of it need a certain measure of material welfare, or their happiness will be incomplete."
1 vil The seventh Book, treating of fiicndsliip, corro-vm. spends to Νιν. VIII. and IX. The eighth 13ook is frafimentary. It comprises discussions on the possibility of mis-usmg Virtue ; on Good Fortune ; and on καλοκαγαθία—a state of perfect. Virtue which, possessing a true criterion of worth, is unharmed by any accession of external advantages. This Book has no counterpart in the treatise of Nicomachus.
Analysis or the Giieat Emu a (" Magna Moralia ”)
ι i. ι The First Book, after discovering in Ethics—the Science of Moral Conduct—a branch of Sociology, the Science of Civilized Life, passes in review the opinions on Moral Excellence held respectively by Pythagoras, i. o. Socrates, and Plato. The author then lays down his own, or rather his school’s, definition of the object of ι, io. Ethical inquiry : which is the Highest Good of Man in liis Social Life.
“ Of iVi'c. I. v., vni. The opposite view, that a man may be happy in torment, was maintained by the Cynics and Stoics (Grant).
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Hereupon, liko ImkIciiiu.s ami Nioom.ichus, he >■ 12-ϊβ. intiodiices a criticism of Plain’s Ideal Good. This lie finally i>fts aside ;)s alien to the limited and relative Good with winch his science do a Κ ; and concludes his '· 2®. "Ί· first Chapter " will» a further crilicisin of the view of Socr.ites that Virtue is hiniply (ind .solely Knowledge of the Truth.
In the following Chapters the conception of the "·,l1· Highest Human Good (or Chief End for Mun) is analysed, and it is ident.ilied with Happiness. This is a compound of greater anil lessev Goods ; mul may be defined briefly as “ Living ΛνοΙΙ and Acting wull.’”
In the main, such h life consists in the Activity of ai>.i. virtuous i,ou); to the completeness n hereof certain external Goods nro ancillary. Having thus defined ι». to Happiness, the aulluir proceeds to analyse that Moral Virtue' or Κμμ-ΙΙιίιοο which enU-r.s into lus definition.
It is distinguished psychological!}' from Intellectual τ.
Virtue ns being a state of (In· Iirutional part of tile soul, whose passions it orders ami regulates. Con-u-i* « cerned closely with Pleasure and Pain, it may be regarded as a mean between excess and defect of the various kinds of l'celing Moral Virtue being thu9 i\.t xviii. 2. defined, the question is asked wlietherit can betaught; and several chapters are devoted to a discussion of Moral Freedom. It is shown that the human Will is xt αρχή κυρία—a Cause of Action ; and as there is something incalculable in human conduct, and the same person acts differently under the same circumstances, so the Will which causes our actionsmust be free. This leads to a search for the Motive Force of Voluntary Action; which is eventually found in rpoai/taris or mi. Purposive Choice; a compound of Impulse or Ap-
• Possibly this portion hns become misplaced. See note.
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pelence mid Intelligence (ιψιξα βουλήιτικη /«τα iUai’o/'as). Through this we choose the means towards our end; but our choice is deflected by Pleasure or Pain. Hence the possibility of error ; we muy overshoot the mark, or wo may fall short of it.
The End or Aim of Virtue is next discussed. Just ns ττ/ιοαι'/κσΐϊ aims at Virtue (cf. xvii. 2), so Virtue herself aims at το καλό)—Moral Beauty or Nobility. The author now considers in detail the several Virtues : those states of soul which maintain a perfect balance between the excess of some feeling and its defect. First he analyses Courage, the mean state between excess and defect of Fear; then Temperance, which is intermediate between Profligacy and Insensibility to Pleasure ; and so on with Gentleness, Greatness of Soul, Magnificence, Righteous Indignation, Dignity, Modesty, Urbanity, Friendship, and Truthfulness. Of these, Righteous Indignation and Modesty lack the steadfastness of full Moral Virtues, but as they are “ intermediate states of feeling ” they are included here."
The thirty-third Chapter deals with the primary social Virtue of Justice or Righteousness, corresponding to the treatment of it in Nic. V. {—Eud. IV.) of which I have already given a summary (p. 430 above). The principle of Justice (τί> δίκαιοι») is twofold, consisting either in obedience to human laws, or in equal dealing with one’s neighbour. The Virtue of Justice which corresponds to this latter kind is a middle state of soul which claims for itself neither too much nor too little. There is just equality between •
• Dignity, Urbanity, Fucndship, anil Truthfulness are regarded as virtues by Nicomachus, but not by i.udemus. See note on xxvm. 1.
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two men when each is rewarded proportionately lo his desert. Tin· diuMun between Distributive and Corrective Justice in Nic. V. ii. 12 is hero ignored ; but the criticism of reprisal or requital (ΛΥλ V. ν.), which is only just if proportioned to the slates and culpability of the parlies, duly appears. Domestic Justice, which operates between unequal members of a household, is next distinguished from the civic or political Justice which hinds together tile equal member's of a cnniniuinvLMlth ; and Natural Right from whut is juKt by convention. Injustice is also differentiated from wrongdoing, as m Λ’ir. V. vii.; an<l its voluntary character is emphasized. Following Nic. V. i\„ XI., the writer then discusses the question whether h man can wi'onf; himself, and decides that he cannot. The vhuptrr concludes with tlu· case of Injustice nrisiiiR from error— either mi ouv pari or on tliill; of our neighbour."
In the thirty-fourth Chapter, which for the most part corresponds to Nic. VI. ( = End. V.), the formula
ττράττΐΐν κατά τον ΰρθον λόγοι- is illlroduoed as a description of morally virtuous action ; and leads to the question, what is this ορθos A.»yo>, this Right Standard or Principle, by which, as by a touchstone, the virtuous man will test his actions ?
As its name implies, it is something rational ; a rule of which a reasoned account, can be given. It is therefore to be sought not in the irrational part of the soul which is the seat of the Moral Virtues, but in the rational part which is the seat of the Intellectual Virtues. In this part we again distinguish the organ of Science or Knowledge, and the organ of Deliberu-
“ The consideration of Equity (cVuiVia, Nic. V, χ.) m omitted hero, hut appears below in n. i.
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tiun and Purpose ; which latter deals with the woild that is perceptible through our senses and susceptible to the action of our wills.
xxxiv 7. From this piece of psychological analysis, the author proceeds to an enumeration of five intellectual faculties by which we attain Truth ; the list is that of Nic. VI. iii, 1, with the substitution of νιτόληψις for -ήχν//.α
\xsh.8i·.'. Now of these five, φρόνιμης or Prudence is shown to be a Virtue of the deliberative part of the soul, enabling us to purpose and to act aright; and is distinguished on the one hand from τἱ\ν>; (Art) and on the other from «τιστή/ιy (Scientific Thought or Know-xxxiv u ledge). This latter faculty, which attains Truth by deduction, becomes through union with vovv (Intuition of First Principles) the intellectual Virtue of w\ivi ίο, 17. σοφία or Wisdom, which is an excellence of the scientific part of the soul as Prudence is of the deli-\wlv. 18-20. berative. tnWn (Sagacity) and Sut'ort/s (Cleverness) are next analysed, and shown to be auxiliary to miv-. 23 20. Prudence. This relationship suggests the similar one between natural tendencies towards Courage, J ustice, etc., and the fully formed Virtues, which arise from Habit and Purpose, and possess a rational Rule or Standard (λόγοϊ).
ji\nIv. 27-2». in the concluding sections, the status of Prudence as a Virtue, and its practicality, are Again emphasized, ixxiv. 30-32 and its relation to Wisdom defined as that of Steward to Householder. (It is to be noticed that the author omits direct answer to the question raised in § 2 " What is the Right Rule or Standard of Conduct ? ”
■ See p. 430 above. ύπόληψιβ (Conception), which like Sofa (Opinion) carries no certainty of truth, is dismissed in two lines (S IS).
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but leaves us to infer tlio answer given in Xii'· VI. xiii.
■I·, winch pl.ici's it m Pnitk-nci' or Practical Thought..)
The Second Bool; coimiuwcs wifJi a brief account of MM. Equity or Con^idem teller -ii nior.i] quality corrective of slriot Justice. 'I'his chapter, which (‘om^pomls to Xic. V. \., Mould /ind ;i njorv fitttn»· place at tlie end of I. wxiii. above. If seem·, to l>o placed as inh-Oflurtorv to file mention of Diseniunmtion, which u.
(as in Xic. VI. xi 1) ]«. an intellectual quality where-by we do term me whiit is equitable. Good Counsel If i. (α'-βιινλίιι) winch, like .Sagacity and Clcvcriit'ss, is auxiliary to Prudence, is next briefly tvpalcd ; with Discrimination, it would be move n;if ui ally considered after I. xxxiv. 17. (Cf. Xic. VT. ix.)
Fivp problems are now stilted and solved which do not appear in the longer Treatise. Aeconl·»# to the conjecture: of Susomihl, tlity once stood (herein ;is a kind of appendix, either al the end of Xic. VI.
(Eud. X.) or at the beginning of the following Book.
(See his Introduction to M. ΑΙ. p. xiii). They are as follows :
(1) Will the Jus>t treat all men alike ?	iii. a.
(3) Can the Unjust be said to possess Prudence ? iu.4.
(3) Can one commit Injustice against a bad man t ill.*.
(+) Is conflict possible between the Virtues ? lu. iz.
(5) Can we have too much Virtue ?	ill. u.
All these questions are answered in the liegutive.
The next three Chapters correspond with the ιγ.-νΐ.
freater part of Xic. VII. They commence with a istinction between three evil states of soul, namely (1) Self-Indulgence (dn/mria), which being opposed, not guided, by the sinner’s rational Standard (λόγο*), falls short of full viciousness; (2) the true Vice of Profligacy, which is in agreement with a rational 437
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Standard, but wilh u pcrverlcd one {cf vi. H) ; and (.')) Bestiality, ν Inch exceeds the normal measure of human Vice. (Contrast Nir. VII. v. 6, where this state is attributed to the absence of a rational Standard, whether good or bad.)
There follow», the consideration of four problems touching Self-Control and Self-Indulgence. These arc (1) In what sense can the Self-Controlled be said to possess Knowledge or Opinion ?	(2) Can we
predicate Self-Control of the Temperate (ιι-ώψρωί') ? (3) Is Self-Control always praiseworthy ? (l·) In what sphere of action is Self-Control shown ? The answer to (1) is that the mere possession of Knowledge must - be distinguished from its active use ; or again that we may know the “ major premiss ” or general rule, and yet be ignorant of the “ minor premihs ” which applies it to our own particular case. (For (2) see below.) (3) Self-Indulgence that ignores a perverted Standard (λόγοι) and thus wins praise, and Self-Control that abides by such a Standard and thus wins blame, are not really what we call them. True Self-Indulgence and Self-Control only exist in relation to a right Standard, and are therefore always deserving, the one of censure, and the other of praise.
. (I) Those who are self-indulgent in bodily pleasures are properly so-called; but we use the term in a qualified sense of those who are self-indulgent m temper, or in the pursuit of honour. Indulgence in temper is culpable ; but less so than the sensual kind.
Self-Control is next distinguished from Endurance, and Self-Indulgence from Feebleness or Softness . in face of hardships. Finally, the vital distinction between Self-Indulgence and Profligacy, that the former acts against a right Principle, und the latter 438
MAGNA MOKALIA
τ accordance witli ι aflirintitiv’c *
■ to llie question jmipouniled
above (§ 6), whether the tcnipei ate man	i>
also self-controlled. Such Self-Control is however only potent»iil; the Temperate man, so long as he is temperate, does not need to exercise it. (Γ/. Nic. VII. i\. 0.) In the course of the discussion, it is vl, pointed out that the sudden failure of a passionate nature is less culpable than the w eak surrender of a colder one ; anil Lhc question is raised, whether the vl profligate is in worse case than the self-indulijent. At first hi· «Ouid sown in better c-asi; ; but filially'· the reverse is seen to be true, because 1 he profligate’s lack of Principle is a natural deficiency, and therefore harder I ο cure.
The Chapter concludes by showing that Prudence is π incompatible with Sclf-lndulgcnce ; though Clu\or-ness is not.
The next Chapter contains an account of Pleasure vr corresponding in the main to that of Λric. VII. (Eud. VI.) xi'-xiii., on which see above, p. 132. Six η arguments are cited by which the goodness of Pleasure is impugned : (1) that it is a Process, and not a completed State of soul; (2) that there are evil Pleasures ; (3) that Pleasure is enjoyed by good and bad alike ; (4) (that there is no Science of Pleasure °) ; (5) that it is not the best of all things ; (6) that it impedes noble Action.
Against (1) the author shows that “no Pleasure vi is a Process ” ; against (2) that Pleasure accompanies w
every activity of Good, and that Pleasures moreover differ in kind ; against (S) that all creatures naturally V|
0 This objection seems to have dropped out of the list. It is cited and answered afterwards.
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'Ι 21-2'.. seek what is good; against (6) that the Pleasure arising from an Action furthers instead of hindering '« -jij. that Aclion ; against (·!·) that Pleasure is an in-ΊΙ 27 separable accompaniment of Science ; against (5) that Courage and other virtues are good, yet not “ best of all.”
vu 28-30. The author now reverts to a subject treated already in I xxxiv. and II. vi. : the respective parts played by Principle and Passion in determining a virtuous Action. Such Action can only take place when both elements are in a right condition, and in harmony with each other : of tlic two, the unreasoning impulse of a healthy passion for what is noble is the more fundamental.
\m.-\ The next, three chapters deal in tum with three subjects treated in the fragmentary eighth Book of Eudemus, namely Good Fortune: Moral Nobility (κυλοκάγαθία) : and the Standard of Conduct, vin, ι-e. Good Fortune is an element in Happiness whose origin is obscure. It is difficult to attribute anything so uncertain to Nature ; or again to Intuition, or a rational Rule of Conduct; while its frequent undeservedness forbids us to see in it the hand of God. We are driven to regard it as a kind of natural gift (ς/’. Eud. VIII. ii. 7-9)· It is beyond our control, and thus differs from the Moral Virtues. A man may be viii. ο, r. called “ lucky ” to be well-born ; but the term is more properly used when we achieve something rni. s, o. which reason would not expect. Such Good Fortune may be defined as a Natural Instinct which irration-viii. ίο, ii. ally impels us towards our advantage. Apart, from such impulse, we speak of Good Fortune as a Cause of unexpected success. This is a different kind from the other, and is due upparently to vicissitudes of 440
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ciiTiinislimcf.. Jitjl it is Iho iiistii)cH\c kiwi whirh bt-st iloscrvcs th,; name.
Noblo Goodness (μλΛιιμΪ'/«.0μ ) is iho Goodness of one who is eoiniilctp in virtue, and cannot be harmed by those tilings uliioh. in themselves good, may to an inferior soul j»o\ i- injurious
Conduct conforms to the Right, Rational Standard (cf. I. \x\iv. ], 25, t!6) u hifii the passions arc so controlled liy Hi(4 latter that they offer no hindrance to the acthity of the Rc.isoning· faculties. To judge of this fondifion is ;i task for common sense. The Chapter ends with a wurriing that noilhor Ethics nor any other science can impart Llie power to use the knowledge it conveys.
The next five Chapters present, m nhbrc\idled form tin* discussion of Friendship (ns mivilinry to Happiness) contained in Eud. VII., mid m Nic.
VI1I.-IX. Voin questions arc iir^t jn'oposed about Friendship. (1) Is it bused on Likeness or Unlikeness? (2) Is it easy to attain ? (:!) Can the Good be friend to the Bad, (A) or the Bad to the Bad '
To answer these, we must analyse our concept of Friendship. Friendship in the proper sense implies mutual affection or love. Now what is intrinsically good is lovable ; but the individual is drawn to love what is good for himself. Truly good inen love one another for and because of their intrinsic goodness ; but this goodness includes the kind which attracts even those who are not good : the power, namely, of conferring Profit or Pleasure. In the exchange of these two inferior goods an imperfect type of Friendship can subsist between the Good nnd the Bad ; or even between Bad and Bad if their interests agree. The Friendship of the Good being bused on Virtue 441
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and not on Profit or Pleasure, is the firmest and most ■.ι. js 2λ enduring. We suffer disappointments in our friendships through misconception of their basis.
\i. λ, ·27 Of virtuous Friendship, Pleasure, though not the basis, is yet the necessary accompaniment.
\i -s si Friendship may subsist between those who are unequal as well as between equals." The Friendship of Virtue is between the Like ; that of Profit between the Unlike, ivho supply one another’s deficiencies.
'I a-, 83 Differences arise between friends when service is not equal on both sides. We may compensate for deficiency of Pleasure or Profit by surplus of affection. μ 34-80 The wealthy or ambitious expect this compensation from their poorer or humbler friends ; yet to love xf 40, ii. is really better than to be loved. There are also partial ον imperfect Friendships, which are knit by sympathy, without presenting the other characteristics of Friendship.
■rf 42-41 The question whether Friendship for oneself is si 47-Λο. possible is next discussed. It can only exist in the good man, in whom the elements of the soul are in peace and harmony one with another.
*i. 44,4β. (The correspondence between different kinds of reciprocal Right or Obligation on the one side, and of Friendship on the other, is parenthetically discussed.) 11.81-53. Comradeship is taken as a type of Friendship between equals. Where there is inequality between the partners, it is corrected by a proportionate dis-xii ι-s. tribution of benefits. The pre-eminence of parental over filial affection is explained by the analogy of the vti. fl-ia. creative artist’s love for his work. Next, Favour or Good-will, and Concord are compared with Friendship. The former, arising from the attraction of one “ An inexactitude ι for “unlike” and “like” (<·/. § 2). 442
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oharaeler for another, sometimes leads to Friendship ; the liitUi, in its full sense of di-sire for I he same end, approaches IViPiuIship \ery cIum-Iv.
Self-love is manifested l»y tlu- good man in coveting for himself noble action ; by llie had man, m coveting pleasure or pdf. The goorl man, in yielding Hirse things to his friend, .shows greater line for the lattfi ; but by the very act st em i s nobility for himself. He is a lover of good rather lh.-ιη of self, lining himself only because he is good. The bail man, loving him-self because he is himself, is more truly termed a self-lover.
The self-sufficient man. possessing all good tilings, will yet need a friend, both for companionship and as the object of hm beneficence. The analogy of the Divine life cannot helpfully he applied to Mnn. A friend is one's “ second belf" ; a niiiror whose contemplation inds m the difficult task of self-knowledge.
A multitude of friends tvws too severely our finite powers of love and symp.athy. The number shuulcl be suited to our circumstances and capacity.
The last chapter break;, off abruptly, after introducing the question how we are to treat our friends so as to avoid recrimination. The author points out that this takes place mostly between friends who, being on an equality, demand from each other equal measure.
Not very much direct help is available to the reader of this treatise, from which students mostly turn aside to the richer and presumedly more authentic presentation of Nicomachus. The Scottish edition of the latter by Sir Alexander Grant (Longmans, 1885) has 4Φ3
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been continually in my hands. With its illuminating essays, notes, and paraphrases it. forms probably, for a British student, the best introduction to the moral philosophy of the Peripatetic School. TJie Notes on the Nicomaehean Ethics of Prof. J. A. Stewart (Oxford, 1892) provide a valuable store of illustrative passages; while the more compact commentary of Prof. J. Burnet (Methuen, 1900) has the merit of adding to the Nicomaehean text the parallel passages of the Elldemian.
The Greek text of the present edition is reprinted, by kind permission of Messrs. Teubner of Leipzig, from the edition of Prof. Susemihl, to whose Introduction I refer the reader for information about the MSS. and critical editions. (The pages, columns, and lines of Bekker’s text are given in the margin.) After completing· my translation, I compared it with Mr. Rackham’s version of Nicomachus in this series, with a view to bringing my renderings of the ethical and psychological terms into agreement with his. Where I felt unable to do this, I have noted the difference. Adequately to represent these terms is one of the hardest parts of the translator’s task. No English words bear the whole connotation of apen/, λόγος, φρόνησις, θυμός, ιτροαίρ&ης, and the like ; to convey as much of it as I could, I have had frequent recourse to adjectives or alternatives.
Angular brackets < ) in the translation denote that words are inserted to complete the sense.
I	have occasionally consulted Mr. Stock’s translation of the Magna Moralia in the Oxford edition, and have been enabled thereby to detect one or two misprints in the Teubner text.
The work of Prof. E. Zeller on Aristotle and the
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Earlier Peripatetics (Longin.ms, lK.OT'l awnpvises a discussion of I he relations Ivlween the I lira· tivnliscs, as well as an abstract of ihe Niconinclieun. I may also mention the pssiiys of I)i. Hans urn Arnim (Die rhei aristotelischen lilktken,	and lh'r neuste J'ersuch,
die Magna Mornlia als uneckt μι eriecisen, 19-9). to whose view I alluded above (ρ. ·Μ7) ; anil on the other side, the tract of Prof. U Walzer (Magna Moralia und aristntehsche Elhd). These may be found in the Library of the British Museum. Lastly, Dr. K. Oskai Drink, in Stil und Form der pseud-aristotelischen Magna Moralia (Ohluu. 1!):!:!), undertakes a careful comparison of tin- language and structure of the “dri'i Ethikcn.” He concludes from the stiffer and more formal-style of the Magna Moralia that they are α post-Aristolclean compilation ; ami shows, as I have already mentioned, that they follow the main lines of Niromaclms rather than those of Eudemus.
I have only to add that any corrections or suggestions with which readers may favour me will be very gratefully received.
415
[αΡΙΠΌΤΕΛΟΎΣ] ΗΘΙΚΩΝ ΜΕΓΑΛΩΝ
Α
ttgi a Ι. Ἑ7Τ€ιδή προαιρούμεθα λέγειν ύπέρ ηθικών, Ι πρώτον αν ε'ίη σκεπτέον τίνος έστί μέρος τὰ ήθος.
25 ώϊ οόν συντόμως είπεΐν, δόξειεν ζάν) ούκ άλλης ή της πολίτικης εἶναι μέρος, ἔστι γὰ/) ούθέν έν τοΐς πολιτικοΐς δυνατόν πραξαι άνευ του ποιόν τινα εἶναι, λέγω δ’ οἶον σπουδαΐον τὰ δέ 11811) σπουδαΐον είναι έστι τό τας άρετάς έχειν δει αρα, 2 ει τις μέλλει έν τοΐς πολιτικοΐς πρακτικός εἶναι, τό 25 ήθο? €ἶναι σπουδαίος- μέρος ἔστιν άμα, ώί εοικε, 3 και ὰρχή ή ττερι τὰ ηθη πραγματεία της πολίτικης, τό δ’ ολον και την επωνυμίαν δικαίως δοκεΐ αν μοι ἔχειν ή πραγματεία ούκ ήθικην ὰλλὰ πολιτικήν.
• In its wider sense πολιτική, as here, includes the whole field of “ sociology.” In its narrower sense it is limited to the structure and administration of the State (πόλι;).
‘ The distinction between Moral Character (ήβο;) and Intellect (διάνοια) is drawn at the end of the first and the beginning of the second book of Simmarhu*. (Sec especially I. c. xill. §§ 19-20: and II. e. ι. § I, when· Jfiot is derived from ιθος, “habit,” because by habit character is formed.) Each has its proper excellences (iperai) i but the Greek 446
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BOOK I
(With H 1-1 nnil H-Ul if	s Ι. ι , ii.)
1	I. As ive »re undertaking to treat of Ethics or nt Monilit) , we must begin by mqun'iiiR by wlint branch of i,dunce moral character is considered. Wo may answer briefly, by Political or Social science,■' and no otlu-r. For without charnctor, a man cun achieve nothing in association with his fellows. He must be
a man of moral worth ; and moral worth means
2	possession of the virtues.6 Whosoever therefore would achieve anything in social or political life must
3	be of good moral character ; which indicates that the discussion of character not only belongs to Social science, but is its very foundation or starting-point. And I would go so far as to assert that such a discussion would more fittingly be termed Social than Ethical.
■word is commonly used without qualification to denote the excellences of Character (dperal νΰικαί) (ind is thus equi-valent to the English “ Virtues.” For the aperal &ιανοψικαί cf c. ν. §§ 1. !J belmv ι for the apery of an artist as artist cf c. iii. § S t for n definition of αρετή see c. iv. § 10, and Eudemus II. c. ι. § 3.
Ml
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lisa α Αει άρα, ως εοικε, πρώτον υπέρ αρετής είπεΐν, 4 τί τε ἔστι καί εκ τίνων γίνεται, ούθεν yap ι σαι? όφελος ειδεναι μέν τήν apeτήν, πώς δέ ear αι και εκ τίνων μη επαίειν. ου γάρ μόνον όπως ειδήσομεν τί εστι σκοπεΐσθαι δει, ὰλλὰ καί εκ τίνων εσται σκεψασθαι. άμα γάρ είδήσαι βουλόμεθα και αυτοί είναι τοιοΰτοι· τοΰτο δ’ ού δυνησόμεθα, «αν μη είδώμεν καί εκ τίνων καί πως εσται.
Άναγκαΐον μεν οΰν ειδήααι τί ἔστιν αρετή (ού ΰ γάρ ρόδιον ειδεναι το εκ τίνων εσται και πώς εσται, αγνοούντο, το τί εστίν, ώσπερ ούδ’ επί των επιστημών).
ίο Ου δει δέ λανθάνειν ούδ’ et rives πρότερον υπέρ τούτων είρήκασιν. πρώτος μεν οΰν ενεχείρησεν 6 Πυθαγόρας περί αρετής είπεΐν, ούκ όρθώς δέ· τάς γάρ άρετάς εις τούς αριθμούς άνάγων ούκ οικειαν των αρετών την θεωρίαν (ποιείτο· ού γάρ ἔστιν η δικαιοσύνη αριθμός ισάκις 'ίσος. is Μετὰ τούτον Σωκράτης επιγενόμενος βελτιον η καί επί πλεΐον εΐπεν υπέρ τούτων, ούκ όρθώς δε ούδ’ οΰτος. τάς γάρ άρετάς επιστήμας εποΐει· τούτο δ* εστίν εΐναι αδύνατον, αι γάρ επιστήμαι πασαι μετά λόγου, λόγος δε εν τφ διανοητικοί της ψυχής εγγίνεται μορίιρ· γίνονται οΰν αι άρε ται π&σαι κατ’ αυτόν εν τφ λογιστικφ της ψυχής 20 μορίιρ1 συμβαίνει οΰν αύτφ επιστήμας ποιοΰντι τας άρετάς άναιρεΐν τό άλογον μέρος τής ψυχής, τοΰτο “ The word Aciyoy is used in many shades of meaning, subjective and objective. (See Grant’s note on Nic. II. ii. 2.) Here it might seem to signify the reasoning power or faculty i but haring regard to its general ui>e as the moral standard in this treatise, Γ have followed Iiackham and translated as in the text. Of. Burnet on Nic. 1. x. 4.
4,4,9
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4	It seems, llicn, Hi;il \v<‘ tnusf begin by tiVfiHng of .wmo«»'i Virtue—its milurc nnd its origin. For it may faiily viVtu".n l>t* innmlnint'd ihal a know 1ι·<ίμγ of Virtue is useless, imloss one also midvritfinds hmv mid fiom what elements it- con hu produced. No l, only must, we consider how He ,shall laion its mil urc, init frimi ■\\lmt constituent1' we min’ fuini it. We dt-sire to know Virtue; but u1 Uip same iiim’ ν,ι· desiire to he urinous ourselves : and tins will be impossible it' wv mv ignoiiint of tilt; bourccb and conditions of its bivth.
C We must Ιηγ’ΐ) Ηη.·η liy inquirii)" wlinl Virtue is ; since if wo are ignorant of this, «ρ shall find it no easier to discover its sources ami condition·* Omn we should in the oaw of a science or an art.
In til*' first place, wo; inuht not full to ac<|u:mil, Bmii.r ourselves with the opinions of former writers on tlie
0 subject. Now Pythagnras was the tivsl. who under- Pythngor.»; took to speak of Virtue ; but his method is erroneous.
In referring Virtue to numerical relations, iie considered it from an inappropriate point of view.
Justice, for example, is not the “ product of two even numbers.”
7	After him came Socrates, who dealt more fully Hoci^iea, and satisfactorily with the matter; still even lie did not escape error. For he regarded the Virtues as mere departments of science ; which they cannot possibly be. All departments of science presuppose α Rational Principle or Standardα ; anil this is the product of the soul’s intellectual part. According therefore to Socrutcs, all the virtues arise in the reasoning part of the soul; from which it follows that in making the virtues departments of science he ignores our ivralional part, and thus ignores both vol. π	2 a	449
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δέ ττοιώι» άναφέί καλ πάθος καί ήθος, διό ούκ όρθώς ήφατο ταύτη τών άρ€τών.
Mei-ὰ ταΰτα δὲ ΙΙλάτων διείλετο την φυχήν eiy 8 τ€ το λόγον ἔχον και els το άλογον όρθώς, και απεδωκεν εκαστω [τὰ?] άρετάς τάς προσήκουσας, μέχρι μιν οΰν τούτου καλώς- μετά μέντοι τούτο ονκέτι όρθώς. την γάρ αρετήν κατέμιξεν [καί συνέζευήεν] εις την πραγματείαν την υπέρ τ αγαθού, ου δη όρθώς- ου γάρ οικεΐον υπέρ γάρ τών δντων και αλήθειας λέγοντα ούκ ἔδὲι υπέρ αρετής φράζε α-ονδέν γάρ τούτοι κάκείνω κοινόν.
O ντο ι μεν οΰν επί τ οσοΰτον έφήφαντο και ούτως- H εχόμενον δ’ αν είη μετά ταΰτα σκέφασθαι τί δει αυτούς λέγειν υπέρ τούτων.
Πρώτον μεν οΰν Ιδεΐν δεΐ ότι πόσης επιστήμης καί δυνάμεως έστί τι τέλος, καί τοΰτ αγαθόν ούδεμία γάρ οντ’ επιστήμη ούτε δύναμις ένεκεν κακού έστίν. ει οΰν πασών τών δυνάμεων αγαθόν 10 τό τέλο?, δήλον ώς και τής βέλτιστης βέλτιστου αν είη. άλλα μήν ή γε πολιτική βέλτιστη δύναμις, ώστε τὰ τέλος αυτής αν είη | αγαθόν.1 υπέρ αγαθού άρα, ως έοικεν, ήαΐν λεκτέον, καί ύπέρ αγαθού ον του απλώς, άλλα του ή μιν ου γάρ τού θεών αγαθού- άλλ' υπέρ μέν τούτου καί άλλος λόγος καί άλλοτρία ή σκέφις. υπέρ τού πολιτικού άρα ήμίν λεκτέον αγαθού.
Πάλιν δέ καί τούτο διελεΐν δεΐ. ύπέρ αγαθού τού 11 πώς λεγομένου; ου γάρ ἔστιν ὰπλουν. λέγεται * *
1 Reading <τ6 αριστον > αγαθόν (Bonitz).
•	Republic IV. xvi. foil.
*	The dissent from Pluto is. very striking. To him, the Ideal Good is ut once the highest object of know ledge, the fairest pattern of condm-t, and the primal cause of the •J.50
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passion and the moral ehar;iclcr. C'lo.'irly then tins was not 1 lie rift hi vnv t<» ὥ·ιΙ will' tlic* virtues
8	Th<· n<;\t sfcp was taken by Plato, who rightly divided the soul into a nitioiwil and an irrational part, and assigned to ench its befit ling virtuos m i-xeol-lonces.e So far, In- v.is rijrl(t; hut after this, he fell into error For lit- confused (he treatment of Virtue with that of ldi-ul Good. 'Jins was, wrong, because inappropriate. Thu subject of (moral) VirUu· should have* been t.'\cludefl from the discussion of Dcinjr and Truth ; for the two subjects lime nothin# in common.1'
9	Such then is the nature and extent of these prtnious iiiijuines. We must now comiili'i· how we om selves are going to treat the subjvel.
First, wo must realize that every science and every faculty has an mid proposed to it, which is something good ; for no science and no faculty exists for an evil
10	end. If, then, all faculties niui at a good end, the aim of the best faculty will be the best of ends. But the "best of all faculties is surely that of social life and action ; wherefore its aim will be the best of goods. It appears, then, that we must treat of what is good ; and not of what is absolutely good, but good for us men. We are not to deal with the good the gods enjoy; another science treats of this, and tlic consideration of it is of a different nature. The good of man in society is, then, the subject of our discourse.
{Eudemwt I. viii. : Xirnmachua I. vi.J
11	A further division is however necessnry. We must ask in what sense wre are using the term ; for several
universe : even as to the Christian Christ is Truth, Wav, and Life. Of Sic. I. vi. 13 ; Eiul I. viii. <i; and Pinto, Republic VI. xviii. foil.
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γὰρ ὰγαθόν ή τό άριστον έι' εκάστω των όντων, τοΰτο δ’ έστϊ το διὰ τήν αΰτοΰ φύσιν αιρετόν ή οδ ταλλα μετασχόντα αγαθά έοτίν, τοΰτο δέ έστιν ή ιδέα τάγαθοΰ,
ΤΙότερον οΰν υπέρ τής ιδέας του αγαθόν δει, ή ου, ]2 ὰλλ’ ως το κοινόν εν άπασιν ύπαρχον αγαθόν; ετερον γάρ τής Ιδέας τοΰτο δόξειεν αν εἶναι, ή μεν γάρ ιδέα χωριστόν και αύτό καθ’ αυτό· τό δὲ κοινόν εν άπασιν υπάρχει, ούκ ἔστιν δή ταύτόν τω χωριστω. ού γάρ αν ποτε τό χωριστόν και τό πεφυκός αύτό καθ' αύτό είναι έν πόσιν ύπαρχοι.
ΐΐότερυν οΰν υπέρ τούτου δει λέγειν τάγαθοΰ τοΰ 13 ενυπάρχοντας; ή ου; διά τί; ότι τοΰτο εστί μεν τό κοινόν, ο')ς ο ορισμός και ή επαγωγή· ό δέ ορισμός βούλεται την έκαστου ουσίαν λέγειν, ήτοι ότι αγαθόν ή ότι κακόν ή ό τι αν άλλο ή· λέγει δέ ό όρος ότι τό τοιόνδ' αγαθόν καθόλου, δ αν ή αύτό δι αύτό αιρετόν τό δέ εν άπασιν ένυπάρχον όμοιο ν τω δρω έστίν.
Ὁ δέ ορος λέγει ότι αγαθόν, επιστήμη δέ γε 14 ουδέ δύναμής ούδεμία λέγει υπέρ τοΰ τέλους τοΰ αυτής ότι αγαθόν, άλλα τοΰτο μεν άλλης δυνάμεως ἔστι θεωρήσαι (ούτε γάρ ό ιατρός ούτε 6 οικοδόμος
° So in mediaeval times “ universalia ante res" and “ universalia in re ” became the respective watchword!! of Platonic and Aristotelian Schoolmen. (Of the disputations in the School of Salerno in Longfellow’s Golden Legend, canto vi.)
4 This is one of the crucial difficulties of Plato’s “ Theory of Ideas di.scusi.ed very acutely by L’luto himself in Parmenides ce. i.-vii. See Professor Jackson’s puper in the Journal of Philology, vol. xi.
c Taking ότι as a pronoun. If taken ns a conjunction, 4·5 2
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λέγει δτι αγαθόν ή ύγίεια ουδέ ή οικία, ὰλλ’ ότι ο μεν ύγίειαν ποιεί, καί ώί ποιεΐ, δ δ’ οικίαν) · δήλον 16 τοίνυν ότι ουδέ τή πολιτική υπέρ τοΰ άγαθοΰ λε-κτέον τον κοινοΰ. μία γάρ έστιν καί αυτή τὥν λοιττών επιστημών τοΰτο δέ ούδεμιάς ήν λέγειν eo οί>Τ6 δυνάμεως οντ επιστήμης ως τέλος· ονδ αρα τής πολιτικής ἔστιν τὰ όπέρ τοΰ κοινοΰ άγαθοΰ λέγειν τοΰ κατά τον ορισμόν.
’Αλλά μήν ουδέ τοΰ κατὰ την επαγωγήν κοινοΰ. 16 διὰ τί; ἔτι όταν βουλώμεθα δείξω' [και] τι τὥν μέρος· αγαθών, ή τοι όρισμω δείκνυμεν ότι ό α ντο? Βδλόγοϊ εφαρμόττει επί τε τάγαθόν καί επί τοΰτο δ αν βουλώμεθα δεΐξαι δτι αγαθόν, ή τή επαγωγή, οἶον όταν θέλω μεν δείξω ἔτι ή μεγαλοψυχία ἔστιν 1183 a ὰγαθόν, φαμέν δτι ή δικαιοσύνη αγαθόν καί ή ανδρεία καί απλώς αι άρε ται, ή δέ μεγαλοψυχία αρετή, ώστε καί ή μεγαλοψυχία αγαθόν ουδέ δη 17 υπέρ τοΰ κατά την επαγωγήν κοινοΰ άγαθοΰ λε-κτέον τή πολιτική, δτι τα αύτά αδύνατα συμβήσεται α τούτιρ καί τω κατά τον ορον κοινψ άγαθφ. δτι γάρ αγαθόν, καί ενταΰθ1 ερεΐ.
Δήλον τοίνυν δτι υπέρ τοΰ άρίστου άγαθοΰ λε- 18 κτέον εστίν και άρίστου τον ήμίν άρίστου· τὰ δ’ όλον ἴδοι αν τις δτι ούκ ἔστιν μιας οϋτ επιστήμης οΰτε δυνάμεως τὰ υπέρ παντός άγαθοΰ σκοπεΐν.
Διά τί; δτι τάγαθόν εν πάσαις ταΐς κατηγορίαις ίο εστίν καί γάρ εν τω τί καί έν τ<ρ ποιώ καί εν τω 454
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thing, nor the l»uil<W thal a house is α «uod riling. TIk· l'omu-ι· tells us thal In- pm<Iuocs health. and liow he cloi-s it; (he laHLr, lliat lu· miiki-s a Iioiim·. and
l-Ohou he makes il. No mou·, then, is soew) science entitled to sjn-nk. of Hie tfoocl that is common In good things. For slit; ton is ;i science .unoiig the rest; and we have been that no faculty nor sricurc Inis the right to predicate goodness of its end. Social scicni-i4, therefore, is debinred from speaking ι if that common {rood which we .ittribule in defining.
1(1 Noi «gain may jt speak of I hr common ifoud which we predicate us I,he result ι if imluolion ; ami for tins reason. When we wish to di^ign.-ili· sonic iinliviilu.il good tiling, we either .show by definition that the same description fits the general conception «<’ <i«'<>tl-licss and wliiil· we wish til (k-Mi'italr .is "nod ; nr ι·1μ· we use induction. For insl;m(v, when w<; wiili to point out thiit. greatness of soul is a good lliinif, "'i: dcrlai'c thal justice is n good thing, and courage, and so with all the virtues. But greatness of soul is a virtue ; whence it, follows that this, too. is a ^uod
17	thing. Social science is therefore equally debarred from speaking of the common good we predicate by induction, because the same obstacles will arise as in the case of the common good predicated in definition. Here, as there, the statement that “ it is good ” would have to be made.
18	It is clear, then, that the good of which we have to treat is “ the best good,” and “ the best that is best for us men ” ; wherens we may lay it down as an obvious general truth, that with the “ universal good ” no single science or faculty is competent to deal.
The reason is this. “ Good ” may be predicated in every category : in Substance, Quality, Quantity, W>5
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ποσώ καί πότε καί π ρος τι [καί τινι] καί απλώς εν άπάσαις. άλλα, μήν το ττότε αγαθόν εν μεν ιατρική ίο ό ιατρός οΐδεν, ev δε κυβερνητική έ κυβερνήτης, εν έκαστη δ’ έκαστος, πότε μεν γαρ Βει τεμεΐν ο IS ιατρός οΐδεν, πότε δε 8εΐ πλεϊν 6 κυβερνήτης, εν έκαστη δέ τό πότε αγαθόν έκαστος τα καθ' εαυτόν είδήσει· οϋτε γαρ 6 ιατρός τό εν τή κυβερνητική αγαθόν πότε είδήσει, οϋτε ό κυβερνήτης τό εν ιατρική, ούκ άρα ούδ’ ούτως υπέρ του κοινού αγαθού λεκτέον τό γαρ πότε εν πασαις κοινόν.
’Ομοίως δε καί τό προς τι αγαθόν καί τό κατο. 20 jo τάς άλλας κατηγορίας κοινόν μεν άπάσαις, ούδεμιάς δ’ έστίν ούτε δυνάμεως οϋτ' επιστήμης είπεΐν υπέρ τού εν έκαστη [πότε]1 αγαθού, ούδ' αΰ τής πολιτικής υπέρ του κοινού αγαθού λέγειν, υπέρ τού αγαθού άρα, καί ύπερ τού άρίστου, καί υπέρ του ήμϊν άρίστου.
26 "Ισοι? δὲ οὰδέ δει βουλόμενόν τι δεικνύναι, τοι? 21 μη φανεροΐς παραδείγμασι χρήσθαι, άλλ' υπέρ των αφανών τοι? φανεροΐς, καί υπέρ των νοητών τοΐς αισθητοΐς. [και] ταΰτα γαρ φανερώτερα. όταν οΰν υπέρ τ αγαθού τις έγχειρή λέγειν, ου λεκτέον έστίν ύπέρ τής ιδέας, καίτοι οἴονται γε [δὲιν],2 80 όταν ύπέρ του αγαθού λέγωσιν, υπέρ τής ιδέας δεΐν 22 λέγειν ύπέρ γαρ τού μάλιστα αγαθού φασι δεΐν λέγειν, αυτό δὲ έκαστον μάλιστ' έστίν [τό] τοιούτον,
1 Omitting τότε, which lias been incorrectly added from § 19.
s Omitting δεΐν with one ms. (bracketed by Scnligcr). *
* For the ten Categories see Catcgoriae c. 4; Tnpica, I.e.!): also Milton, Vacation Exercise, «'here they are called “ die ten sons of Ensf 150
ΜΛΟΝΛ ΜΟΚΛΙΛΛ. 1. ι.
Π» Time. Roliilion, and Hie rest.1* Now taking' goodness of Time, it is ubuous that, iri Mrdioim·, this is known (o the Leefli; in N;i\ Italian, to the Pilot ; :in«l in each science, to him who is pniiinrul, therein. The Leech knows when to npplv the knife, and tin· Pilot when to set his sail. In every seii'iioi·, the prnliciunt will know only that jrooilness οι· rightness of Time which concerns liimself. The Leech will be ignorant of the right lime in navigation, and the* Pilot of the right time in medicine. Here also it is oviilt nt th.il (no one science) must speak of the “ common good ” (for goodness in Time is a good common in nil the sciences).
20	Similarly, what is good in Relat ion to something, ami goodness predicated under the other categories, are common to ill) the sciences; .mil no one science nor any one faculty is competent to speak of this goodness which is common to till alike. And of this disability Social science of course partakes ; it cannot speak of that; “ common good.” The good of which it does speak is “ the best good,” und “ the best that is best for us men.”
21	Moreover, when we would make something clear, it is presumably best to avoid comparison with what is itself obscure. Rather we should use plain things to illustrate the obscure; and objects of sense toillustrate the objects of intellect, since the former are plainer than the latter. When therefore we undertake to treat of the good, we should not begin with Ideal
22	Good. Yet writers think it incumbent on them, when dealing with the good, to speak of the Ideal. “ We must speak,” they say, “ of Good in its perfection. Now nothing is seen in perfection except in its
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ώστε μάλιστ’ αν εϊη αγαθόν ή ιδέα, ως οϊονται, ό δή τοιοΰτος λόγος αληθής μέν έστιν ίσωί·· άλλ’ 23 οόγ ή πολιτική επιστήμη ή Suva μις, ύπέρ ής νυν έστιν ό λόγος, ονχ υπέρ τούτου σκοπεί τάγαθου,
85 ὰλλὰ του ήμίν άγαθοΰ. [ούδεμία γάρ ούτ επιστήμη ούτε δύναμις υπέρ τον τέλους λέγει οτ ι αγαθόν, ώστε ούδ' ή πολιτική.]' διό ούχ υπέρ του κατά την ιδέαν άγαθοΰ τον λόγον ποιείται.
Άλλ’ ‘ίσιος [φησι] τούτω τάγαθω αρχή χρησά- 24 μένος υπέρ των καθ' έκαστα, εκ τούτου προβάς, 1183 b ερεΐ. ούδ’ ούτως όρθιος, δει γάρ τάς άρχάς οικείας λαμβάνειν. άτοπον γάρ, ει τις βουλόμένος τό τρίγωνον ως δυσ'ιν όρθαίς ίσας έχον δεΐξαι, λάβοι αρχήν οτι ή ψυχή αθάνατος, ού γάρ οικεία, 26 Set δέ τήν αρχήν οίκειαν είναι και συνημμένων· νυν 5 δέ και άνευ τον την ψυχήν είναι άθάνατον δείξει τις δυσ'ιν όρθαίς ίσας έχον τό τρίγωνον, ομοίως δέ 211 καί επί των αγαθών έστι θεάσασθαι τὰ αλλα άνεν τον κατά τήν ιδ έα ν άγαθοΰ διό ούκ οίκείαν αρχήν είναι τούτου τάγαθοΰ}
*0ύκ όρθώς δε ούδ’ ό Σωκράτης επιστήμας έποίει τάς άρε τάς. εκείνος γάρ ούδέν ωετο δεΐν 10 μάτην είναι, εκ δέ του τάς άρετάς επιστήμας εΐναι συνέβαινεν αύτω τάς άρετάς μάτην εΐναι, διά τί;
1 Bracketed by Wilson and Su&emihl.
* Reading· διά τi ούκ οίκιίαν αρχήν stvm τοΰτο τάγαθον (Bonitu).	_____________
« Contrast with tills the VW of Ruskm (.Mornings in Florence, § 137). tn describing the order In which the Arts and Sciences lire represented on the Campanile at Florence, he says “ After this sculp turn ’< (the Lamb, with the symbol of Resurrection)" come the Christian itrts, -tho^e which ncces-hurily imply the conviction of immortality.” The first of these arts is Geometry.
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pure essence.	Wh	ertfnn· the Ideal is tile		(food
m its pt'rlVctio	n.’*	Such Κ llui	r infVi'i-ncc	; .ind
perhaps they a		ifjht. Hut \u-	are now ili iilmg	
with the Social *■		cv mill faculty	; ami tins d<	
mvestiffatc tins	Idn	il (ioocl, hut \v	hat is gi»u<l	fill· US
men. j For no -	■Hen	re οι' faculty ρ	rcilicjtcs gix	tvlncss
of its end ; and	Soc	i:11 vcieiice is n	o exception	to the
rule.] Idojil Good is thcn'foi o not- the subject of its discourse.
24 It js suggested, lion ι·\ιτ, Hi.'il mir sficnci' may hike this Ideal (until for starting-point. and from it proceed to discuss pariicular ^oncls. This .ig.iin js a mistake. We must choose startin<f-poinls which are appropriate tn the mutters in hand. Suppose we desire to pro\e tlmt the nnglcs of a trimigle are equal to two riffht imgli's ; it would hi· iihsiml l« inaki- the
28 immortfiiit-y of Ult· soul our slitrliiif'-poiiil. 11 is not appropriate ; and the starling-point must be both appropriate to the subject and closely connected with it In the above instance, one can ijuite well prove that the triangle has its angli-s et|ual to two right angles whether the soul be immortal or not.a
26 Similarly, in the case of tlriiifjs good, one can investigate the rest of them without reference to the Ideal ; seeing that this good is not an appropriate starting-point (for demonstration).
* Socrates again was in error when he treated the virtues as departments of science. It was his opinion that nothing should be useless ; but the consequence of turning the virtues into sciences was to make his virtues useless. And the reason is this. To under-
s The following passage (with wluch rf Shut. I. ν.Ιΰ) seems out of place here, as the “ error of Socrates ” has been dealt with curlier in the chapter (g 7).
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on επί των επιστημών συμβαίνει α,μα είδεναι την επιστήμην τί εστι καί εἶναι επιστήμονα (ει γαρ Ιατρικήν τις οΐδεν τί εστίν, και ιατρός οντος εύθεως εστίν, ομοίως δέ καί1 των άλλων επιστήμων)· άλλ" 16 ούκ επί των αρετών τοντο συμβαίνει, ού γαρ ει τις οΐδεν την δικαιοσύνην τί εστίν, εύθεως δίκαιος εστίν, ως S’ αΰτως κάπϊ των άλλων, συμβαίνει ουν καί μύτην τας άρετας είναι καί μή είναι επιστήμας.* *
II. Έττίΐ δ’ υπέρ τούτων διώρισται, πειραθώμεν λέγειν τάγαθόν ποσαχώς λέγεται.
] Ἔσπ γαρ των αγαθών τα μεν τίμια, τα δ’ επαινετά, τὰ δ« δυνάμεις, το δε τίμιον λέγω το τοιοντον, τό θειον, τό βελτιον, οἶον φυγή, vows, το άρχαιότερον, ή αρχή, τα τοιαΰτα· τίμια γαρ εφ’ οϊς ή τιμή, τοΐς δέ τοιούτοις πάσιν τιμή ακολουθεί. ι ούκοϋν καί ή αρετή τίμιον, όταν γε δη απ’ αυτής σπουδαίος τις γένηται· ήδη γαρ οδτος εις τό της αρετής σχήμα ήκει. τὰ δ’ επαινετά, οἶον άρεται· από γαρ των κατ' αύτάς πράξεων ό έπαινος γίνεται, τα δε δυνάμεις, οἶον αρχή πλούτος ισχύς κάλλος· τούτοις γάρ καί ό σπουδαίος εΰ αν δύνηται χρη-σασθαι καί ό φαύλος κακώς· διό δυνάμεις τα. τοιαΰτα 1 Perhaps νάπί should be read.
•	Eudemus, in the parallel passage, does not commit this absurdity ; but distinguishes accurately between knowledge of a science and proficiency in an art.
6 i.e. on the supposition that we have merely to know them. 4 See Rackhatn's note on Nic. I. xii. 1.
*	For the use of σχήμα ef Philippians ii. 8.
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slaiul t hi* iiitlim· of λ science a1 once makes one ;i savant. If a man understands the nulun· of'nicdiriiu·, he Ls ipso facto a physician," mid so with the other sciences. But lIns by no means follow·, in the case of 27 the Virtues A man does not straightway become jusL by understanding the nature of justior ; mul su it is with the rest. The conclusion Κ that the virtues 6 are useless : uhercflm· they cannot ivully be departments of science.
((·/. Air. J. Mi. and I. vi.. ui.)
1	II. After thus defining our *ubje<;t.\v<‘ will consider
the various senses in which the Μι in "good” is g.kkjT" employed.	(Du-vensii,
Now of good tilings, some iire honoured or revert'd ; others praised or conimtndetf ; whilst others again are but potentially good.0 Among tilings revered I reckon the Divine, and higher things iu general, such as the soul and mind of mun ; tilings ancient or original; and the like. Ilevered things, m fact, are those which command reverence ; und to all the above, and their kind, reverence is attached. Virtue, therefore, is a thing revered, when the possession of it renders a man good; for so he himself assumes
2	the form of virtue.*1 On the other hand, the virtues (i\ C0"J'.
themselves are examples of things commended;	’
since praise attends upon the deeds they inspire/
Other goods, again, are potentialities : as authority, (s)iiowntiui, riches, strength, and beauty ; fov of those the good man has power to make good use, anil the bad man power to make evil use. Hence goods of this kind
• Virtue in tin* abstract is an ΐπαοκτόr; when embodied in a good man it Is, α τψιον—u distinction nut found in Nic. or End. (Stock).
461
ARISTOTLE
καλούνται αγαθά, ὰγαθα μεν δη ειοιν (δοκιμάζεται 3 γὰρ τή του σπουδαίου αυτών «κάστον χρήσει, ου τη του φαύλου)· τοι? 8’ αυτοί? τούτοι? συμβέβ-ι/κεν άγαθοΐς και την τύχην της γενέσεως αυτών αιτίαν είναι. από τύχης γάρ καί πλούτος γίνεται καί 30 ὰργή καί ο'λωϊ δοα δυνάμεως τάξιν ηκει. λοιπόν δέ «αἴ τέταρτον των αγαθών τό σωστικόν 4 «•αι ποιητικόν αγαθόν, οἶον γυμνάσια ΰγιείας καί ε'ί τι ὰλλο τοιοΰτον.
’Αλλ’ ἔτι καί άλλην έχει τάγαθά διαίρεσιν οἶον 5 ἔστι τὥν αγαθών τα. μεν πάντη καί πάντως αιρετά, HS4 a τὰ S’ ον, οἶον ή μέν δικαιοσύνη καί αι άλλαι άρεταί καί πάντη καί πάντως αίρεται, ισχύς δὲ καί πλούτος καί δύναμις καί τα τοιαΰτα ούτε πάντη ούτε πάντως-
Ἔτι και άλλως· των γάρ αγαθών τὰ μεν ἔστιν O τέλη τα δ’ ου τέλη, οἶον ή μεν ύγίεια τέλος, τα δέ β της ύγιείας ένεκεν ου τέλη, και όσα ούτως έχει, τούτων αει τ ο τέλος βέλτιον, οἶον ή ύγίεια βέλτιον η τὰ υγιεινά, και απλώς αει καθόλου τοΰτο βέλτιον οΰ ένεκεν καί τὰ άλλα.
Πάλιν αυτών τών τελών βέλτιον αει τό τέλειον 7 του ατελούς, τέλειον δέ ἔστιν οΰ παραγενομένου ίο μηθενός ἔτι ττροσδεόμεθα, ατελές δέ οΰ παραγενομένου προσδεόμεθα τινός, οἶον της δικαιοσύνης μεν [μόνον] παραγενομένης πολλών προσδεόμεθα, της δέ εύδαιμονίας παραγενομένης ούδενός ἔπ προσδεόμεθα. τοΰτο άρα ἔστιν τό άριστ ον η μιν ο ζητοΰ- *
* This inferior class of poods appears to be identical with the auxiliary good of § 4 above, See Aic. I. vi. 8, 9.
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;j are termed “ potentialities.” Such ]nitenhalilics aro undoubtedly μ,ικκΐ tiling (since m each case Hu' touchstone is the use mack· uf them by the good man. and not by the bad) ; the}· mo, hnwe\ur, goods «inferred on us by the· fortune of birth. For liclu's, anil authority and ;ill things clsi· Ihnl come ιπκΐιτ 1 his heading· of “ pof enhiilities " nr< Μιν siift of fortune.
4 Tlie fouitli and last class of yuud limits comprises (Ommiimy those which create «ml piTsurve wmc other jiood : as, for example*, gymnastic exercises which create and preserve health.
0	There is yet another way in which \u· may i-lu'.sity Oomi ffood things. Some of them we would choose without ^ΙαΊ’,'ί'άινΒ, reservation and under every circumstance: ; but not others. Justice, for example, and liev .sister virtues are entiiely and under ul! circumsUiuocs worthy of our choice ; but with strength and riches ami power it is not so.
0 Yet another classification of {food things is that rioorf «< under ends and means Health, for instance, is an end; but those good things we seek for the sake of it, arc not. In all such cases the end is a high ιτ good than the means, for instance, health aud the good things which promote it ; and we may lay it down as ail universal law that whatever things are sought for the sake of something else are inferior to it.°
7	Again, even among ends a complete end is superior Kndi i-um-to a partial one. A complete end is one whose attainment wholly satisfies us. ; while the attainment of a partial end leaves us longing for something more.
If we attain Justice, there are still many things we desire; but if we attain Happiness, we are wholly content. Happiness, then, is that “ best of human uapi'inta» goods " which is the object of our inquiry. It is a μίγ’™’,ι 163
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μεν, ο έστι τέλος τέλειον τό δέ δή τέλειον τέλος-τάγαθόν ίστι καί τέλος των ὰγαθὥν.1 15 Μβτὰ ταΰτσ. τοίνυν ττ ως το άριστον Bel σκοπεΐν; 8 πότερον ούτως ώς και αυτόν συναριθμουμένου; ὰλλ’ άτοπου. το γάρ άριστον επειδή έστι τέλος τέλειον, το δέ τέλειον τέλος ώς απλώς είπεΐν ούθεν αν άλλο δό£ειευ είναι η ευδαιμονία, την 8’ ευδαιμονίαν εκ πολλών αγαθών συντίθεμεν εάν δη το 20 βέλτιστου σκοπών καί αυτά συναριθμης, αύτο αΰτοΰ ἔσται βελτιον. αύτο γάρ βέλτιστου εστίν. οἶον τὰ υγιεινά θεις καί την ΰγίειαν, σκόπει τι τούτων πάντων βέλτιστου' βέλτιστου δέ ἔστιν ΰγίεια- ει δη τούτο πάντων βέλτιστου, καί αυτό αύτοΰ βέλτιστουι’ άτοπου δη συμβαίνει, ου δη 9 'ίσως οΰτω γε σκεπτέον το βέλτιστου. ίδ ’Αλλὰ Spa γε οΰτω πως, οἶον χωρίς αύτοΰ3; η καί τοΰτο άτοπου; η γάρ ευδαιμονία εστίν εκ τινων αγαθών συγκείμενη· τὰ δ' έζ ὥν αγαθών σύγκειται, σκοπεΐν ει τοϋτ εστίν βελτιον, άτοπου· οΰ γάρ ἔστιν άλλο τι χωρίς τούτων η ευδαιμονία, αλλά ταΰτα.
8« ’Αλλ’ άρά γε ούτωσί πως άν τις ορθώς σκοποΐτο 10 συγκρίνων τό άριστον; οἶον αυτήν την εόδαιμονίαν την έκ τούτων τών αγαθών οΰσαν συγκρίνων προς άλλα α μη έστω εν αύτη ένόντο., οΰτω το άριστον σκοπών ορθώς αν σκοποΐτο; ὰλλ’ ου κ εστιν άπλοΰν το άριστον ο ζητοΰμεν νυν. οἶον λέγοι <χν 35 τις εἶναι άριστον την φρόνησιν απάντων τών αγαθών
1 Rassow’s emendation of Jts. αγαθόν ion και τέλος τi
αγαθόν.
8	Reading βελτιον (Spengcl) tor .vs. βέλτιστοι'.
* Stodc suggests αυτών: “ in isolation from the several
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complete end ; and the complete cud is " The Good/’
(ind the end or goal of all good tilings.	aomi. ’
8	The next question is, how are we to consider this umipimn» a " Best of goods ” f Are m e to count it ns one among Suflum™1 the rest ? That in absurd. Fm· seeing that the [υ4,“'α°ι “ Best ” is a complete end, and this complete end UooiIh. appears to be simply Hiippinuss and nothing else ; and seeing, moreover, that our notion of Happiness is composed of many goods : if in considering “ the Best ” we reckon it among ntfier goods, it will appear better than itself, since it is in itself best, of all. Take the parallel instance of health find tin· gooil tilings which promote it, and consider which of all these is best. Health surely is best; but if it is best “ of all these goods,” it is better than itself; and this is an 8 absurd concision. A wording!}' this cannot be the right way to consider the “ Best.”
Are we, then, to consider it as if in isolation from itself ? This too is absurd. IIappiness is a compound of certain other good things ; and to consider whether the compound is better than its constituent goods is absurd. Happiness is not something isolated from these goods ; it is their sum total.
10 Another way of considering “ the Best ” in comparison with other goods might be suggested. If one took Happiness, the compound of these various goods, and compared it with other goods which do not enter into its composition, would this be the right method of considering it ? But we must remember that " the Best ” which is the object of our inquiry is a compound, and not a simple thing. On comparing all (simple) goods severalty with each other, we might come to the conclusion that wisdom was the
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καθ' ev συγκρινομένων. άλλ’ Ίσως ούχ ούτως 11 ζητητέον ἔστιν το άριστον αγαθόν, τὰ γάρ τέλειον ζητοΰμεν αγαθόν, ή δὲ φρόνησις μόνη ουσα ου τελειον ονκ αρα τούτο τό άριστον ο ζητοΰμεν, ούδε τό όντως άριστον.
Π84 b XII. Μετὰ τοίνυν τούτο ’έχει τα. αγαθά άλλην 1 διαίρεσιν. ἔσπ γάρ των αγαθών τὰ μιν ίν ψυχή, οἶον αι άρεταί, τα δε ev τω σώματι, οἶον ΰγιεια κάλλος, τὰ S’ εκτός, ττλοΰτος αρχή τιμή η ει τι άλλο των τοιούτων. τούτων δὲ τὰ ev ψυχή ϊ, βέλτιστα, τὰ δ’ έν φυχη διώρισται αγαθά εις 2 τρία, εις φρόνησιν εις αρετήν καί ηδονήν.
’Ήδη τοίνυν τό μετά τοΰτο, ο καί λέγομεν πάντες καί δοκεΐ καί τέλος των αγαθών καί τελειότατον εΐναι, ή ευδαιμονία, καί τοΰτο ταύτό φαμεν εἶναι ίο τό1 εδ πράττειν καί εδ ζην. τό δε τέλος ἔστιν ούχ 3 άπλοΰν αλλά διττόν ένίων μεν γάρ ἔστι τὰ τέλος αυτή ή ενέργεια καί ή χρησις, οἶον της οφεως [ἔστιν ή δρασις]· καί ἔστιν γε ή χρησις αίρετωτερα τής έξεως· τέλος γάρ η χρησις· ούδεις γάρ αν βονλοιτο έχενν την οψιν μη μέλλων όραν άλλα μνειν. ομοίως δε καί επ' άκοής καί των τοιούτων. <δν 4 ι* αρα καί [ή] χρησις καί έξις έστίν, αει βέλτιον καί
1	Perhaps τω should be read for τό «39.
“ φρόνησις is here used in the sense of σοφία—“ Philosophic Thought ”—from which it is carefully distinguished in c. sxxiv. 16 below. Cf End. I. iv. 2, 3, where three kinds of life—φιλόσοφος, πολιτικός, απολαυστικός—are mentioned ns pursuing respectively these three kinds of “ Good.”
6 The other kind, which is a product (ipyov) distinct from the activity which produces it, is here ignored, οικία, for example, is the epyov of the activity οίκΜμησις (Eud. II. i. S). 466
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11 host of them ; Iml, this lnvtlind can hardly lt'.ni to the discovery of the “ Bi;sl of jroorK'' The nhjerL of our search i.s the “ Complete i iooil," and wisdom by itself is not a thing complete. This then, is not “ the Best'' which we arc seeking) uoi' do «e look fur whuL is in this sense “ best."
(Γ/. Eu'l. 11.1.· X,c. I. vui)
1	III. There is yet urcoiher njelJiod by which ire may classify good things. Some, liko the vii tuos, belong {j00ii, 0f to the soul, others, like health and luiuily, to the
body, whilst others are extern»! to —riches, cum«unce,
2	authority, honour and the like. Moreover, tliosu »f which belong to the soul have been clnsscd under the three headings of Wisdom,'1 Virtue, iiiuJ Pleasure.
Happiness, which wi; .ill say and believe* is the End ii»j»»ne« of all good tilings and the most complete, we muy £Jii,ud®0· now proceed to identify with “ living well and doing mu whII/’
3	well" We must premise, however, that “ ends " Are .wtlrity or of two different kinds.* In some cases, the End of a
thing is its activity and use, as with sifrJit: and the <>r Vosm»-use is preferable to the mere state or possession,® such ,lon use being the true End. No man would care to possess sight if instead of seeing he were doomed to keep his eyes shut, and so with hearing and the like.
4	Wherever, therefore, one may use as well as possess something, the use is better than the mere possession,
c £(is usually — habitus ·. to give the tfir of a thing is to answer the question πω! ΐχa ; quomoilo se babel f Hence it IS almost equivalent to ϋιάOeois (to iras διάκβται.), though α distinction is made in Cateyories vui. § j (Orunt, vol. ϊ. μ, 407). Here, however, itis used (as in liud. VI. (iV/c. VII.) r. vii. § 7) rather in thr sense of pvssesxfo, corresponding to the transitive veil. lXetv. Vf. eo. vii. amt -\ii. below; and Metaphysics IV. (V.) xx.
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αίρετώτερον ή χρήσις της ἴξω;· ή γάρ χρήσις καί ή ενέργεια τέλο?, ή δ’ ἔξω της χρήσεως ένεκεν.
Μ era τοΰτο τοίνυν τοντ εάν τις σκοπή επί των 5 επιστήμων πασών, όφεται ου κ άλλην μεν ποιούσαν οικίαν, άλλην 8έ σπουδαίαν οικίαν, άλλα την οίκο-id δομικήν και οΰ ποιητικός 6 οικοδόμος, ή τούτου αρετή του αυτοΰ τούτου εΰ ποιητική, ομοίως [και] επί των άλλων απάντων.
IV. Μ<ττὰ τοίνυν τοΰτο όρώμεν οτ ι ούθενί άλλοι 1 ή φυχή ζώμεν εν φυχή δε εστιν αρετή1 τό αύτό γε τοι φαμεν τήν τε Φυχήν ποιεΐν καί την τής φυχής ■>ί αρετήν, άλλ’ ή μεν αρετή εν έκάστω τοΰτο ποιεί (εΰ') οΰ εστιν αρετή,1 ή δε φυχή καί τὰλλα μεν,1 φυχή δε ζώμεν· διὰ τήν της φυχής αρετήν αρα εΰ ζήσομεν.	Λ ,
Τό δέ γε εΰ ζην καί εδ πράττειν ούθεν άλλο η το 2 εύδαιμονεΐν λέγομεν. τό άρα ευδαιμονείς και η ευδαιμονία εν τω εΰ ζην εστιν, τὰ 8’^ εν ζην εν τψ 30 κατά τάς άρετάς ζην. τοντ' άρ' εστιν τέλος και ή ευδαιμονία και τό άριστον.	(	,	,
Έν χρήσει τοίνυν τινι αν ε’ίη καί ενεργειψ ή 3 ευδαιμονία, ὥν γὰρ ήν έξις καί χρήσ^η V ΧΡή™ καί η ενέργεια τέλος· της δὲ φυχψ ή αρετή έξις εστιν ἔστιν δέ καί ενέργεια καί Μ, XPVati av^Vst 8.·ι τών αρετών8· ὥστε τέλος αν εϊη ή ενεργεια και η
1	Reading άλλ’ ή μίν άριτή /ν ίκάατω τοΰτο ττοκί <«>
(Bonita) <ό ποιιΐ> οΰ εστιν αρετή.	„,„mt
2	Possibly the words ι) 8ΐ φυχή και τίίλλα μίν are c Ρ
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and preferable thf-rcfo ; for lilt· use of a thing ami >K wise en action are it's true end, Τοι tlu; sake of which vve pusschs it.
AnotheT point which \ι<· may now oWrvo in vegun] to all the arts and sciences is this. A house anil α in emits· good house are not produced by two different crafts ; but by one anil llic same craft, of architecture ; so ,^|>"K°od that what the architect can build, ihnl his appropriate °r virtue or excellence e ean build well. And so in all other cases.
(/·:»</. II. i.)
IV. We next observe thnt by tin· soul, :inil it alone, we live ; and the soul lias ϊ Is own proper excellence pi,id aw or virtue. Accordingly, we assert thnt the thing s"**,Jf*· which soul produces and the thin}' which soul’s excellence or virtue produces arc one and t.ln* .surnc. Rul we have seen that the excellence of anything makes well whatever that, thing itself makes. Now sou),
[among its other products ?] gives us our life ; wherefore it is through the excellence οι· virtue of the soul that we shall live well.
But “ living well and doing well ” we identify with Happiness Happiness. Happiness and being happy consist there- „ 3* fore in living well; and living well, in living in accord-ance with the virtues. This then is “ the End,” and 1 Happiness, and “ the Best.”
Happiness moreover must consist in the use and activity of something (we possess). For wc saw that where something is both possessed and used, its use and wise en action are its End. Now Virtue is a possession or dispositionb of tlu· soul; but this Virtue ean be used, and set in action. The use and activity of Virtue are therefore the End. And so we
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χρήσις αυτής- ή εσδαιμανία άρ’ αν είη έν τιΰ κατα τὰ? άρετάς ζην. έπειδήττερ οΰν το άριστον αγαθόν 4 ἔστιν ή ευδαιμονία, καί αντη τέλος και τέλειον τέλος ένεργεία,1 ζώντες αν κατά, τάς άρετάς εύδαι-μονες αν εΐημεν καί εχοιμεν το άριστον αγαθόν. ^
186 a Έπεί δ’ οΰν ἔστιν ή ευδαιμανια τέλειον αγαθόν δ καί τέλος, ουδέ τοΰτο δει λανθάνειν ἔτι καί έν τελείω ἔσται, οΰ γάρ ἔσται εν -παιδί (ον yap εστι παις ευδαίμων), άλλ’ έν άνδρί· οΰτος γάρ τέλειος.
5	Οΰδ' εν χρόνοι γε άτελεΐ, ὰλλ’ έν τελείω. τέλειος δ’ αν είη χρόνος, όσον άνθρωπος βίοι, καί γάρ λέγεται όρθως παρά τοΐς πολλοΐς ότι δει τον εύδαίμονα έν τω μεγίστω χρόνω τον βίου κρίνειν, οι ς δέον τα τέλειον είναι καί έν χρόνω τελείω καί έν άνθρώπφ.
"Οτι δέ ενέργεια έστίν, ἴδοι αν τις καί εντεύθεν, β ίο έν γάρ τοις ϋπνοις, οἶον «ἴ τις καθενδοι διά βίου, τον τοιοΰτον ου πάνυ βουλόμεθα λέγειν ευδαίμωνα εΐναι· το μεν γάρ ζην αύτφ υπάρχει, άλλα το ζ-ijv αΰτω κατά τάς άρετάς ούχ υπάρχει, ο ήν κατά την ενέργειαν.
Μετὰ τοΰτο τὰ μέλλον λέγεσθαι ον τε λίαν δόξειεν η is αν οίκειον είναι τούτων οΰτε μακράν άπέχον. οἶον έπειδήπερ ἔστιν, ώς δοκεΐ, μόριον τι της ψυχής φ τρεψόμεθα, δ καλοΰμεν θρεπτικόν (τοΰτο γὰρ εύλογον ἔστιν εΐναι· τούς γοΰν λίθους ορώμεν αδυνάτους τρέφεσθαι όντας, ώστε δηλον ότι των
“ Attributed to Solon )>y Herodotus {I. Si). Cf Hie. T. x. 1, EW. II. i. 10.
6	§ 3 above. <-!/. i·. xi\. below.
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see tluit Happiness consists in living in ficcord.'ini’p
4	with the virtues. Since, therefuiv, the “ Ht-st, good “ is Happiness, and this in jis activity js an End anil α Complete End; by living in uccordiince «ith the virtues we shall be happy and shall possess the “ IJcst of goods.”
5	Again : seeing that Happiness is a Complete Good »Lift' and End, we must further admit flint it must dwell in [tTifaturity a complete being. It ennnoi dwell in a child, for aoiSo"1' child does not enjny full happiness ; but only in adult
man, since lie has attaint'd completeness.
Nor can it be realized in mi incomplete pci-md »f time, but onty in one that is complHe; such it ρι·ποιΙ is of U5“’ the normal span of human life, The common saying n that we must judge of a man’s happiness from the longest portion of his life is α true one; since completeness can only he realiKod in η period and in a liutnim being that are themselves complete.
0	That Happiness is an activity is plain from another consideration. Supposing a man to pnss all liis life in „<*». slumber ; we should certainly refuse to regard him as happy. Life indeed he possesses, but not life m accordance with the virtues ; for this we took to be· life in their active exercise.1’
(Of me. Ι. χϋί. II-14: Eud. U. i. 15-/8.)
7	What we are now about to add might be regarded The nutrias not specially germane to the subject; yet it will o7ti,eSoi,i, prove to be closely connected therewith. Apparently there is a part of the soul to which, as the instrument ity, oannot of our bodily nutrition, we give the name of “ nutri-tive." (That there is reason for surmising such a part iiappineen. may be shown us follows. We notice that minerals are unable to nourish themselves, so that this faculty 471
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εμψύχων εστί τὰ τρέφεθαι· ει δε των εμψύχων, ή 20 ψυχή αν εϊη αιτία· της δε ψυχής τούτων μεν των 8 μορίων ούθεν αἴτιον αν εΐη τον τρέφεσθαι, οἶον το λογιστικόν ή το θυμικόν ή τό επιθυμητικόν, άλλο δε τι παρά ταΰτα, ὥ ούθεν εχομεν οίκειότερον όνομα έπιθεΐναι η θρεπτικόν) · τί οΰν, αν τις εΐποι, 9 πότερον καί τούτου τοΰ μορίου της ψυχής ἔστιν 25 αρετή; ει γάρ ἔστι, δήλον ότι και ταύτη δεήσει ένεργεΐν τής γάρ τελείας αρετής ή ενέργεια ευδαιμονία.
Ει μεν οΰν ἔστιν αρετή τούτου ή μή εστιν, άλλος λόγος· ει δ’ άρα ἔστιν, ου κ εστιν ταύτης ενέργεια, ών γάρ μή εστιν ορμή, ούδ' ενέργεια τούτων ἔσται· ούκ ἔοι κεν δέ είναι ορμή εν τω μορίω τούτω, άλλ' so δμο ιον έοικεν είναι τω πυρί. καί γάρ εκείνο δ τι αν εμβάλης καταναλώσει, καν μή εμβάλης, ούκ έχει ορμήν προς το λαβεΐν. ούτω καί τούτο τό μόριον τής ψυχής εχει· αν μεν γάρ εμβολής τροφήν, τρέφει, αν δὲ μή εμβάλης τροφήν, ούκ έχει ορμήν τοΰ τρέφειν. διό ούδε ενέργεια οΰ μηδέ ορμή, ώστ as οόδὲν συνεργεί τό μόριον τούτο προς τήν εύδαι-μονίαν.
Μετὰ ταΰτα τοίνυν λεκτέον αν εΐη τί εστιν ή 10 αρετή, επείπερ ή ταύτης ενέργεια εστιν ή εύδαι· μανία, ώς μιν οδν απλώς είπεΐν, ἔστιν ή αρετή * *
•	These three parts of the soul are distinguished by Plato logically in the JUpublir, IV. pp. 436-441; mythologically, under the figure of a Charioteer and two horses, in the Phaedrua, pp. 046 foil.; and physiologically in the Timaeua, pp. 60, 70 (Stephanus),
*	Cf Nk. VI. = End. V. xii. β.
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is clearly confined to animate beings. If this is so, its
8	cause is to be sought in soul. Now none of those parts of soul which we terra “ rational,” “ passionate,” or “ desirous ” 0 can be the cause of nutrition, but some other element; to which we can give no more ap-
9	propriate name than this of “ nutritive.’ή Now we may be asked whether this part of the soul nKo possesses its proper excellence or virtue ; 11 since if it does, there must be activity here also, seeing that. Happiness is activity of the complete excellence or virtue of the soul.”
Now whether this element possesses such an excellence of its own or not is the subject of a different inquiry ; but even if it does, this excellence would not be capable of activity.1* Only those things which are subject to spontaneous impulsec arc capable of true activity : and it scorns that this part of the soul feels no such impulse ; herein resembling fire. Fire devours what -we throw into it; but what we withhold, it feels no impulse to take. So it is with the nutritive element of soul. If we throw it nourishment, it nourishes (the body) therewith ; but if we refrain, it feels no impulse to do so. So, then, that which lacks spontaneous impulse lacks also activity : and therefore this pnrt of the soul makes no contribution towards Happiness.1*
10	We must now consider what Virtue is, since it is Virtue in activity which constitutes Happiness. In general, Virtue or Excellence may be defined as the
*	ορμή, a word used occasionally by Nic. and Eud.; as later by the Stoics.
*	For the Nutritive part of the Soul of De Aiiima II. iv., where its difference from fire is emphasized: also De . I nbna III. ix. 2, where it I. Attributed to plants in common with animals.
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1186 8 ἔξω ή βέλτιστη- ὰλλ’ ἴσω-τ ούχ ικανόν ούτως απλώς ε'ιπεΐν, ὰλλὰ σαφεστερον διορίσαι δει. ^	^	>
lies t> V. Πρώτον μεν οΰν λεκτεον υπέρ της φνχής «ν 1 ή εγγίνεται, ον τί ἔστιν ή φυχή (ύπερ μεν γαρ τούτον άλλος λόγος), ὰλλ' ως τυπω διελεσθαι. ἔστιν δ’ ή φνχή, ως φαμέν, els δύο μέρη δι,ηρημίνη^ s έΐϊ τε τό λόγον ἔχον και τό άλογον, εν μεν δή τψ λόγον ἔχοντι εγγίνεταί φρόνησις αγχίνοια σοφία εύμάθεια μνήμη και τὰ τοιαϋτα, εν δέ τω αλογω αΰται αι άρεται λεγόμενοι, σωφροσύνη δικαιοσύνη ανδρεία οσαι ὰλλαι του ήθους δοκονσιν επαινετοί εΐναι. κατά γάρ ταύτας επαινετοί λεγόμεθα- κατο 2 δὲ τάς τον [τόν] λόγον εχοντος ούδείς επαινείται. ίο ούτε γάρ ότι σοφός, ούδείς επαινείται, ούτε οτι φρόνιμος, οϋδ’ δλως κατά τι των τοιούτων ούθεν. ούδε δη τό άλογον, ει μή ή υπηρετικόν ἔστιν και υπηρετεί τώ λόγον ἔχοντι μορίω. ^	^
Ἔστιν δ* ή αρετή ή ηθική υπό ενδείας καί 3 υπερβολής φθειρόμενη, οτι δέ ή ἔνδεια καί ή 16 υπερβολή φθείρει, τοΰτ' ιδὲιν ἔστιν εκ των ηθικών* (Set 8’ ύπερ των αφανών τοΐς φανεοοϊς μαρτνρίοις χρήσθαι). εύθεως γάρ επί γυμνάσιων ἴδοι αν τις-
ι Reading αισθητών (Susemihl) for ηθικών mss. Of.
« Of. Eud. II. i. 2 ; and see note on c. iii. 3 above.
» This Inquiry is curried out in Aristotle’s treatise J>« Anima (llfpi ψυχής), in three Books, β For λόγος see c. i. 7 above, and note. ι For αγχίνοια see be Virtutibue el r;<i<s c. iv, §2. The word seems not to be used by Nic. or Eud.
« Of. c. ii. 1, 2 above.
> The author here differs both from Nic. (I. xiii. 20) nnd Eud. (II. i. Ι»), who assign praise to intellectual as well as to 4/U
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best stale or disposition of n tiling.'' tliis general definition is hardly adequate, anil needs lo be marh· more particular.
(0/ End. It ϊ. ΚΊ foil.)
1	V. We must begin then hv snying something of t he ™dn ™|,10|ιία soul, in which Virtue unses ; not defining its nature, rational for this is the subject of another inquiry h ; but describing in outline its constituent parts. Now I hesc tirnr have been ranged under two headings, namely the Vi rational and the irrational.0 In the rational pai l <>rise Prudence, Shrewdness,Wisdom, Aptitude, Memory,
and the like ; while in the irrational part aiise -these states or dispositions which λ\ο call Virtues : namely Temperance, Justice, Courage, and all other states
2	of character which art considered praiseworthy. For “Virtuoa” it is in respect of these thal we men avi> said to JSShi* deserve praise f ; whereas no one receives prime ϊ» respect of the excellences of his rational nature. No IVrational man is commended for being wise οτ prudent nor in ®*ji. *»<i respect of any kindred state of soul.* On the other commando hand, praise is not given to the irrational part excepttlon·
in so far as it is qualified to be subservient to the rational, and does actually subserve it.
(.me. II. ii. 6, T.)
3	Now Excellence of Character or Virtue is liable to Moral vino, be injured either by defect or by excess. That both
are alike destructive to it, is clear from the evidence Εχω*. w of our senses ; and we must use the testimony of what of FeeUnJp. is plain to interpret what is obscure. One need go no further than gymnastic exercises for an example ; moral excellence. Moreover in c. xxxiv. 15J below we are told that the prudent do merit praise.
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πολλών γάρ γινομένων φθείρεται ή ισχύς, ολίγων τε ωσαύτως, επί τε ποτών καί αιτίων ωσαύτως· πολλών τε γάρ δή γινομένων φθείρεται ή ύγίεια,
2ί ολίγων τε ωσαύτως, συμμέτρων δὲ γινομένων σφ-ζεται ή ισχύς και ή ύγίεια. ομοίως δέ τούτοις i συμβαίνει και επί σωφροσύνης καί επί ανδρείας καί τών άλλων αρετών, εάν μεν γάρ τινα λίαν ποίησης άφοβον, ώστε μηδέ τούς θεούς φοβεΐσθαι, ονκ μ ανδρείος αλλά μαινόμενος, αν δέ φοβούμενου πάντα, δειλός· ανδρείος άρα ἔσται ούτε ό φοβούμενος πάντα ούτε ό μηθεν. ταϋτ’ άρα καί αΰζει καί φθείρει την αρετήν. και γάρ οἱ λίαν φόβοι καί πόντεsl φθιΐ- 5 ρουσι, καί οι περί μηθεν δε ομοίως, ἔστιν δ’ ή ανδρεία περί φόβους, ώστε οι μέτριοι φόβοι αΰξουσι so την ανδρείαν, υπό τών αυτών άμα καί αΰζεται καί φθείρεται ή ανδρεία· υπό φόβων γάρ τ ο ντο πάσχον-σιν. ομοίως δέ καί αι άλλαι άρεταί.
VI. Ἔτι ου μόνον τοι? τοιούτοις την αρετήν 1 άφορίσειεν άν τις, αλλά καί λύπη καί ηδονή, διά 3') μεν γάρ την ηδονήν τὰ φαύλα πράττομεν, διά δε τήν λύπην τών καλών άπεχόμεθα · όλως τε ούκ ἔστιν λαβεΐν αρετήν καί κακίαν άνευ λύπης και ηδονής, ἔστιν οΰν ή αρετή περί ήδονάς καί λνπας.
*Η δ* ήθική αρετή εντεύθεν τάς επωνυμίας εχει, 2 ει δει παρά γράμμα λέγοντα τήν αλήθειαν ως εχει ιιββ a σκοπεΐν (δεΐ δ' ίσως). τό γάρ ήθος από του έθους 1 Reading monos (Spengcl) for πόντεs Mis.
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since alike by their excess «nil by their defect the strength of (he body is injured. So too with food and drink : too much or too little of Ιΐκηι is injurious lo health, but when they arc used m appropriate measure, health and slieiiglli arc preserved.
4	The same results follow in the case of Temperance, Courage, and the other virtues. Suppose α man so excessively fearless that he fears not well the gods ; he is not couriigeous but mail. Suppose a man foam everything; he is a coward The courageous man, therefore, is neither he λι ho fears every tiling nor he who fears nothing. It follows that Vh tue is enhanced
5	and injured by the same influences. For excessive fears, and fears excited by everything alike, injure Courage ; and so does their absence ovwi when there is due cause for them. Yofc fiars urc the Hold wherein Cnurnge works ; so that, fem· in moderation actually enhances it. Courage, therefore, is both enhanced and injured by the same influences ; such being1 the effect of (different degrees of) fear on tile human soul. And so with the other \irl.ucs.
(,Υί(\ Π. ill.)
1	VI. These, however,are not the only terms in which Morel Virtue can be defined ; we can also define it in terms
of pain and pleasure. For pleasure incites us to do pi«“| ill, while pain deters us from doing well; and we may “ lay it down that to become either virtuous or vicious without pain or pleasure is impossible. Virtue, therefore, is concerned with pleasures and pains.
(Am·. II. i.i Hud. II. ii.)
2	If in our consideration of " ethic ” virtue we are to it ι» « keep close, as perhaps we should do, to the literal lUSatu meaning of the word, we shall remark that it takes its
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1,M * ἔχει τήν επωνυμίαν ηθική γάρ καλείται διὰ τὰ έθίζεσθαι. ὥ καί δήλον ἔτι οΰδεμία ήμιν των ϊ αρετών των του αλόγου μέρους φύσει εγγίνεται·
6 ουθέν γὰρ τών όντων φύσει έθει άλλως γίνεται. οἶον ό λίθο? καί ολως τὰ βαρέα πέφυκε κάτω φίρεσθαι· αν τις οΰν άνω ρίπτη πολλάκις και έθίζη άνω φέρεσθαι, όμως ου κ αν ποτε άνω ενεχθείη, άλλ' αει κάτω, ομοίως [καί] επί τών άλλων τών το ιούτων.
VII.	Μετά τοίνυν τούτο δει βουλομένους είπεϊν 1 τό τί εστιν ή αρετή, είδήσαι τινα εστιν τὰ έν rfj ίο ψυχή γινόμενα, εστιν δ* α γίνεται ταΰτα, πάθη δυνάμεις έξεις· ώστε δήλον ότι τούτων αν τι εϊη αρετή, πάθη μεν οΰν εστιν οργή φόβος μίσος πόθος 2 ζήλος έλεος τὰ τοιαΰτα, οΐς εΐωθεν παρακολουθεΐν λύπη καί ηδονή· δυνάμεις δέ καθ' ας παθητικοί 16 τούτων λεγόμεθα, οἶον καθ' ας δυνατοί εαμεν όργισθήναι λυπηθήναι έλεήσαί, [και] τα τοιαντα· έξεις δ’ είαίν καθ’ ας προς ταΰτα έχομεν εΰ ή 3 κακώς, οἶον προς τό όργισθήναι, ει μεν λίαν όργίλως, κακώς εχομεν προς οργήν, ει δ* ολως μη όργιζόμεθα έφ' οΐς δεΐ, καί ούτως κακώς έχομεν 20 προς οργήν, τό άρα μέσως ἔχειν τὰ μήτε λίαν ύπεραλγεΐν μήτε παντελώς άναλγήτως έχειν. όταν 4 οΰν ούτως εχωμεν, εΰ διακείμεθα. ομοίως δέ [και]
0	Grant, in the coi responding passage of Nir., translates these three terms by “ feelings, faculties, states.” Rackham gives “ feelings, capacities, dispositions,” and uses “ states ” to include them all. See note on c. lii. 3 above.
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name from “ tV/ws ” or htibifc; i( ϊ·* culled " ethic ”
3	because we attain it by habituation. This makes it clear that mine of these virtues of our irrational nature is bon» in us; for no miuite quality am by habituation be altmed. For example, -stones and heavy bodies in general naturally lend downward^ : and though one were to habituiite tliein tu the contrary movement by repeatedly throwing them upwards, still they would never come of themselves to tend upwards, but would retain their downward tendency. And so it is in all such cases.
(Ntr, II. v., -vi.: Bad. II. lii.)
1	VII. Furthermore, if we would c\plain the essential l'hononwn» nature of Virtue, we must make· ourselves acquainted °f8011 with thp phenomena that arise in the soul. They are Fouling; of three kinds : feelings or uflechom, powers or faculties, and states or dispositions.® Clearly, then.
2	Virtue must fall under one of these headings. Now among feelings we have anger, fear, hatred, longing, envy, pity, and the like; and these are all accompanied by pain or pleasure. Faculties, again, are the Vacuity; potentialities by which we are said to be capable of these feelings : the potentialities of anger, grief, pity,
3	and the like. Lastly, states or dispositions are the state, conditions of soul which render us well or ill disposed
in regard to the affections. For instance, if we are too much disposed to anger, our disposition is a bad one as regards that affection ; nor is it otherwise if we fail to conceive anger when due occasion arises.
The mean or middle state is thus one -which avoids excess of emotion on the one hand, and entire
4	insensibility on the other. When, therefore, such is our state of soul, (as regards anger) our disposition is
479
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1180<l προς τὰ ὰλλα τὰ ομοια. τό γαρ εύόργητον καί το πράον έν μεσότητί εστιν οργής καί αναλγησίας της προς οργήν, ομοίως [καί] επ’ αλαζονείας καί •2S ειρωνείας, το μεν γαρ ττλείω προσποιεΐσθαι των ύπαρχόντων ἔχειν αλαζονείας, το δέ ελάττω ειρωνείας· ή άρα μεσάτης η τούτων η αλήθεια εστίν.
VIII.	'Ομοίως καί επί των άλλων πάντων, τούτο 1 γάρ εστι τής εξεως, το ευ ή κακώς προς ταΰτα ἔχειν, το Β' εΰ ἔχειν προς ταΰτ’ εστίν το μήτε προς so την υπερβολήν εχειν μήτε προς την ενΒειαν προς 2 μεσότητα άρα των τοιούτων καθ’ α επαινετοί λεγόμεθα ή ἔξω εστι τον εΰ εχειν, του δέ κακώς προς υπερβολήν καί ενΒειαν. επεί τοίνυν εστίν ή αρετή των παθών τούτων μεσάτης, τὰ δὲ πάθη ήτοι λΰπαί είσιν ή ήδοναί ή ούκ άνευ λύπης ή ηδονής·
85 ή άρα αρετή ἔστιν1 περί λύπας καί ήΒονάς, καί ίντεΰθεν εστι δήλον.
Ἔστι δὲ καί άλλα πάθη, ώς Βάζειεν αν τινι, εφ’ 3 ὥν ή κακία ούκ ἔστιν έν υπερβολή καί ελλείψει τινι, οἶον μοιχεία καί ά μοιχός· ούκ εστίν οΰτος ό ιΐ8β b μάλλον τάς ελευθάρας Βιαφθείρων. αλλά καί τοΰτο, καί εἴ τι άλλο τοιοΰτάν εστίν, δ περιεχεται ήΒονή τή κατ ακολασίαν, ή καί δ εν ελλείψει καί δ εν υπερβολή το ψεκτόν εχειλ
* Reading, with Bonitz, όπ for εστιν.
8 Reading «V αντω και ούκ Α· έλλείψει ν εν ύπερβολτ/ τί ψεκτόν έχει (after Susemilil) for η καί 5	■ έχει of Mss.
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good ; anil similarly as regiuds the other feelings.
For -whereas genth-iu^s of temper nnd mildness arc n mean state between wratlifulnoss anil insensibility to anger, .so it is with boastfulness and self-depreciation.
To overrate one’s endowments is the part of the former, to dissemble them, the part of the latter ; so that it is the just mean between these two which constitutes sincerity.
1	VIII. Wlmt we have sai<l holds good of all tlie other a good affections. The state of our soul determines whether smiu°ida our disposition regarding them In.· good or had ; and
α good disposition is one which avoids alike their Kceilngi.
2	excess and their defect. And so the state or disposition which ive call good is one which tend*. to moderation in those feelings whose control entitles us to praise ; while the opposite slate is one· tending either to excess therein or to defect. Since, then.
Virtue is α just mean or moderation of these affections ; and the Affections are either themselves pains or pleasures or else are accompanied by pain or pleasure : it follows from these considerations nlso that Virtue is concerned with pains and with pleasures.
(iV/c. II. vi. 1Η-Λ1 : tiud. II. iii. 17, 18.)
3	It might, however, appear to some that there are Som« Other affections whose evil does not lie in any excess or SrSSoni defect. They instance adultery,0 and the adulterer.
The adulterer, they say, cannot be described as one merely in who debauches free women “ to excess.” But this j“^ssor affection, and any other which falls under the heading Defeet, of intemperate pleasure, incurs censure in itself, and not by its defect or excess.
“ Cf St. Matthew ν, 28. Ill the corresponding passage, Nicomachus distinguishes between the evil passion or affection, and the evil act which consummates it.
VOL. II	2 I
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IX.	Mera τοίνυν τούτο άναγκαΐόν εστιν i'crais Ι δ ρηθήναι τι rfj μεσότητι άντικειται, κάπρον ή υπερβολή ή ή ἔνδεια. iviais μεν γάρ μεσότησιν ἔνδεια εναντίον, iviais δέ υπερβολή, οἶον ανδρεία μιν ούχ ή θρασύτης υπερβολή ουσα, άλλ' ή δειλία ενδεια ουσα, ττ} δε σωφροσύνη μεσότητι ονσ·ρ άκολaaias καί άναισΟησίαΐ τής περί ήδανάς ου ίο δοκεΐ εναντίον είναι ή αναισθησία ενδεια ουσα, «Λλ’ ή άκολασια ουσα υπερβολή.
Ἔστι δ’ άμφότερα έι·αντίο ττ} μεσότητι, καί ή 2 υπερβολή καί ή ενδεια· ή γάρ μεσάτης τής μεν υπερβολής ενδεεστερον, τής δ’ ενδείας ύπερβάλλον. διό καί οι μεν άσωτοι τους ελευθερίους άνελεν-u θέρους φασίν είναι, οι δ’ ανελεύθεροι τούς ελευθερίους ασώτους, καί οι μεν θρασείς και προπετεΐς τούς ανδρείους καλοΰσι δειλούς, οι δέ δειλοί τούς ανδρείους προπετεΐς καί μαινομενους.
Διὰ 8ή δύο αιτίας δόξαιμεν αν άντιτιθεναι τή 3 μεσότητι τήν υπερβολήν καί τήν ενδειαν. ή γάρ εξ αύτοΰ του πράγματος σκοποΰσιν πάτερον εγ-20 γύτερόν εστι του μέσου ή πορρώτερον, οἶον ελευθεριάτητι πάτερον άσωτία ή ανελευθερία πορρώτερον. μάλλον γάρ αν δόξειεν ελευθερωτής ή άσωτία ή ή ανελευθερία· πορρώτερον άρα η ανελευθερία, τα δε πλεΐον άπεχοντα του μέσον 4 εναντιώτερα δάξειεν αν είναι, εκ μεν άρα αύτοΰ του πράγματος ή ενδεια εναντιώτερον φαίνεται.
. · Of. Utiiuli κ\μϊ. fi “ The foolish person shall «ο more be called libera) nor the niggard wealthy.”
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1	IX. AfUr this \u· oUfitit |n*rliap. to is tJie true opposik· offii/s jus| niriiii ] of the feeling, m· its defect. ? In some c-iisis it is Hu· innfi former, in olhvis flu· Jalt-cr The opposite οί’<·οιιι·;ι<.·<·. "T fm installer, is nol uislmeVi, which is (li,. cwess 0γ’1η [{['„ affV-clion, litil cuviicilicc. μΙικ·Ιι ν iK duiV-t-l. On ()„. ',llieI olhov hanil. whereas temperance is a moan tkKvixi
intenijiiTiincr or pruflifj,iu'y imcl insensibility u,
lilcnsm'us w· do nut regard this luUer. λ\liicl» i<s dot\-ft, of fceliiiff. ns its Inio oppo^ili, Inn Πη· foniicv. winch is fouling in unccss,
2	(Strictly spfiikin^,) 1iu\w‘v<t, boih esc-s·, anil defect tire opposite to the* just lntiin ; fin· tin- mean is defechve in Cuinprtl'isoM with the cwis, ;md excessive m comparison with tile (IcfYi't. Wlim-W»· wliilc Hi,· prodigal stiiiinuti/.is tin.· libi-nd as illiberal and mean, tin.· mean call I he liberal man a prodigal.** Again, the rash and headlong call brave ini-n cowncds, while cowards say that the bravo are headlong and ciuzy.
3	It seems, then, that there are two reasons \i hid» iM.t influence us in assigning to the just mean the excess SKSL or the defect as its opposite. On the one hand, men '“' “J1 consider the thing itself, and ask which extreme is "' nearer to the mean οτ further from it. For example,
is prodigality or meanness further lemoved from liberality ? Surd}' it is easier to confuse prodigality than meanness with true liberality ; and so in tins
4	case meanness is the further removed. Anil what is further removed from the middle state is naturally regarded as more opposed to it. So I ha I how 1“ the purely objective standpoint it ;ι|)|μ.νιγ>ι that the defect is more uppusvd to the mean than is the
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ϊ;. Ἔστι δέ καί άλλως, οἶον ττ ρος α μάλλον πε φύ-καμεν, τα ΰτα μάλλον εναντία τω μέσω. οἶον πεφύκαμεν μάλλον ακόλαστοι ή κόσμιον είναι· ή οΰν έπίδοσις γίνεται μάλλον προς α πεφύκαμεν προς α δέ μάλλον επιδίδομεν, τα ΰτα και μάλλον an εναντία· επιδίδομεν δέ προς ακολασίαν μάλλον ή προς κοσμιότητα· ώστ έναντιώτερον αν εΐη υπερβολή μεσότητος· ή γὰρ ακολασία υπερβολή σωφροσύνης.
"O τι μεν οΰν εστιν ή αρετή, έπέσκεπται (μεσότψ β γάρ δοκεΐ τις εἶναι των παθών, ώστε δέοι αν τον 85 μέλλοντα κατά το ήθος εύδοκιμήσειν τήν μεσότητα των παθών εκάατου διατηρεΐν διό και έργον ἔστιν σπουδαΐον είναι· εν εκάστω γάρ το μέσον λαβεΐν 6 έργον, οἶον κύκλον μεν γράφαι παντός έατί, τό δέ μέσον τό εν αντω ήδη λαβεΐν χαλεπόν, ομοίως 1187 a δέ καί όργισθήναι μεν ρόδιον, και τό εναντίον δέ τούτω, τό δέ μέσως ἔχειν χαλεπόν απλώς δέ έν εκάστψ των παθών ἔστιν ιδεΐν οτι τό έμπεριέχον τό μέσον ρφδιον εστί, τό δέ μέσον χαλεπόν, καθ’ δ επαινούμεθα· διό καί σπάνιον τό σπουδαΐον). e Ἑ7τει δ’ οΰν υπέρ αρετής εϊρηται * *,* μετα τοντ 7 αν εΐη σκεπτέον πότερον δυνατή παραγενέσθαι ή ου, άλλ’ ώσπερ "Σωκράτης εφη, ούκ εφ’ ήμΐν γενέ-σθαι τό σπουδαίους εΐναι ή φαύλους, ει γάρ τις, φησίν, ερωτήαειεν όντιναοΰν πότερον αν βούλοιτο
1 Some editors suspect α lacuna. Ramsauer inserts <τί e<m>, “ Having thus explained the nature of Virtue.”
• As Rackham observes on Nic. II. viii. 8, we should expect “ insensibility ” (αναισθησία) which is the opposite extreme, rather than “ sobriety,'' which is the mean.
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Another standpoint is however,possible, from which m it sn(1 the extreme to which we arc by nature more inclined i,y 0nrown appears rnoi i' opposed 1 <» the mciin For example, 1<r,"'llvit>'· we lire natuially iiniiv mclim-d to	than to
sobriety.'1 Now our trend is more m the· direction of our natural bins ; and that towards whioli we· ticnd is more opposed to the moan Now we (In ill fact trend more towards profligacy than towards sobriety ; so that excess over the mean is here the move opposed (to it). For profligacy is the excess where temperance is the mean.
5	We have thus surveyed the nature of Virtue. We Difficult* of find it to be a just mean or moderation of our feelings or affections ; so that lie who Mould lx esteemed for his moral character must, preserve· moderation in β every one of them. It is thus no small task to he n good man, since the middle position is always difficult to find. Anyone may draw a circle ; but to find the centre of a given circle is difficult. Similarly, it is easy to be angry, and easy to be indifferent; the middle state is difficult to attain. And of all our affections it is true that whereas to stray right or left is easy enough, to keep the middle or mvan stale, which alone entitles us to praise, is a difficult matter. And this makes goodness rare.
(Of iVic, III. v.)
7	Having thus treated of Virtue, we may next pro- can Virtue ceed to consider whether it can be inculcated, or bo t3l|8,l>-? whether on the contrary Socrates was right in saying ytew llf that to be good men or bad is placed beyond our own Socrate». power. Should any man whatsoever, he declares, be asked whether he would prefer to be just or unjust,
m
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ι» δίκαιος εἶναι ή οδικοί, ούθεις αν ἔλοιτο την αδικίαν, όμοιοι δ’ επ’ ανδρείας καί δειλίας και των άλλων 8 αρετών αει ωσαύτως, δήλον δ’ ώί ει φαύλοι rives εισίν, ούκ αν εκόντες είησαν φαύλοι· ώστε δήλον δτι ονδε σπουδαίοι.
Ὁ δή τοιοΰτος λόγος ούκ εατιν αληθής, διά τί 9 yap ό νομοθέτης ούκ έα τὰ φαύλα πραττειν, τα 84 15 καλά και σπουδαία κελεύει; και επί μιν τοΐς φαύλοις ζημίαν τάττει, αν πράττη, επί δὲ τοΐς καλοίί, αν μή πράττη; καίτοι άτοπος δ,ν βἴη ταΰτα ναμοθετών, α μή εφ’ ήμΐν εστι πραττειν. άλλ’ ώς 10 ἔοι κεν, εφ’ ήμΐν τό σπουδαίοις είναι και τό φαύλοις. —ἔτι δε μαρτνροΰσιν οι τ’ έπαινοι και οι ψόγοι •Λ γινόμενοι, επί μεν γάρ τή αρετή έπαινος, επί δε ττ/ κακία ψόγος- έπαινος δε καί ψόγος ούκ επί τοΐς άκουσίοις· ώστε δήλον οτ ι ωσαύτως1 εφ' ήμΐν καί τὰ σπουδαία εστι πραττειν και τα φαύλα.
"Ελεγον δὲ και τοιαύτην τινα παραβολήν, βουλό- 11 μενοι δεικνύναι ότι ούχ εκούσιον. διά τί γάρ,
25 φασίν, όταν νοσώμεν ή αισχροί ώμεν, ούδεί? ψέγει τούς τοιούτους; τό δ' ούκ αληθές· ψέγομεν γάρ καί τούς τοιούτους, όταν αυτούς οίηθώμεν αιτίους είναι τού νοσεΐν ή του κακώς εχειν τό σώμα, ώς ον καί ενταύθα τό εκούσιον, εοικεν οδν εν τφ κατ αρετήν καί κακίαν είναι τό εκούσιον.
1 Or, reading with the Lauii-ntian ms, καί όντως instead of ωσαύτως, “ on tills ground nlco it is dear that to do well and to do ill are both within our power.”
« Cf. Xenophon, MemurMVm ΙΙΓ. ix- εφη τα τε δίκαια fai πάντα"όσα άρετy πράττεται καλά τε και αγαθά Φαν καί ουτ αν τούς ταΰτα είδότας άλλο αντί τούτων ούδίν προελωθαι ουτί τους μἡ ἐπισταμἐνου? δύναμαι ττρἄττβιι1 . · ·
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UdIlC tv,	mild	I'hnnse Injiisfico.''	Anil .<		Ih courage
	t unlit	•c.nnit all f.thvr vn	tUfS<.	.111(1 \	icos) ; the
rule is	univt	■l-sdl. It' iliere nr»·	IkuI ι		it is dear
that tin	Τ e&	πκ,ι) hr luu) οΠ/κί	i· OH (1	"«ι»	; Λίκϊ so it
is cloai·	that	Ur.·}· cannot of tlu-	11· OWI1	«,11	lit; σοοἀ.
Such	an i.	irftiinicnt Κ Min-h	tallai	•ious	For «I.y
tlocs the Irgisiatitr foil mi Us lo do evil and order us to do wliat is honourable mil! yixxl. asses'-)»··· penalties 11™·?·’' for the commission of tin· one .ind th<· neglect uf the othci ? Surely il were altsurd of him to enjoin l>y
lo law- what is ho\ otid our power to fulfil. ()n the contrary, it would soi*m within mir power to he jriMid men ον bad ; mid further testimony is borne 1o tiik by the praises and censures which are meted out to u.s.
Praise is the ηκ·ι>ι1 of virtue, anil censure of vice ; and these iire not assigned («> lhin<j;s wliicli onr will dens not control. It is elrai·, then, that to do wt-11 sum! to do ill αι ρ alike within our power.
Π To prove that virtue and vice aie beyond our control, use was made of the following comparison. Why. it was asked, does no out· misurc1 us λνΙιο·π we are tick or ugly ? There is, however, a mistake here. We do censure the sick and ugly when we are of opinion that they are themselves the cause of their physical disease or deformity ; regarding the will as concerned even here. It seems, therefore, that there is a voluntary element in the virtuous or vicious life.
The author here gives u one-Milt-d presentation of Six-rotes’ view. He liold that vice is igmmini'e, and tlmt ignorance is Involuntary J yet he did not tlcny Ihe possibility ol h-n ruing.
Cicero (.Irmirmica Π. 71) similarly misrepresents him when lie ittj's : is'ocrafi nihil risitm cst xfiri fosse. lixeepit unum tantum, scire se nihil se sate, nihil mil pi ins.
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m Χ. Ἔτι δ’ αν τι? roOro έναργέστερον καί εν- 1 τεΰθεν ἴδοι. πάσα γάρ φύσις γεννητική ἔστιν ουσίας τοιαύτης οἴα εστίν, οἶον τὰ ήυτὰ καί το £ωα· άμφότερα γάρ γεννητικά. γεννητικά δὲ εκ των αρχών, οἶον το δένδρον εκ του σπέρματος· αυτή · γάρ τις αρχή, το δὲ μετά τάς άρχάς ούτως έχει-ώς γάρ αν εχωσιν αι άρχαΐ, ούτως και τα εκ των αρχών εχει. έναργέστερον δ’ ἔστι κατιδεΐν τούτο 2 εν τοΐς κατά γεωμετρίαν, καί γάρ έκεΐ επειδή τινες λαμβάνονται άρχαΐ, ώς αν αἱ άρχαί εχωσιν, οντω καί τα μετά τάς άρχάς, οἶον ει τὰ τρίγωνον δυσίν ορθαΐς ϊσας έχει, τό δὲ τετράγωνον τέτταραιν, καί ώς αν μεταβάλλω τό τρίγωνον, οϋτω καί τό τετράγωνον συμμεταβάλλει {αντιστρέφει γάρ),1 καί εάν το τετράγωνον μη έχη τέτταρσιν ορθαΐς ίσας, ουδέ τό τρίγωνον έξει δυσίν ορθαΐς ϊσας.
XI.	Οντω τοίνυν καλ ομοίως τούτοις καί επ 1 β άνθρωπον, επειδή γάρ γεννητικόν ἔστιν άνθρωπος ουσίας, εκ τινων άρχών και των πράξεων ὥν πράττει άνθρωπος γεννητικόν έστίν. τί γάρ αν άλλο; οντε γάρ άψυχων ούθέν λέγομεν πράττε ιν ούτε των εμψύχων των άλλων έξω ανθρώπων, δήλον οΰν οτι ό άνθρωπος των πράξεων ἔστι γεννητικός. έπεί 2 οΰν όρώαεν μεταβαλλούσας τάς πράξεις και ουδέποτε τα αυτά πράττομεν, είσίν δέ αἱ πράξεις γεγενημεναι έκ τινων άρχών, δήλον οτι, επειδή αι
1	Ι would suggest transposition of άνηστρέφαι γάρ to the end of the paragraph, rendering: “ . . . change in the quadrilateral. And if the angles of the quadrilateral are not equal to four right tingles, those of the corresponding triangle will not be equal to two. For they are conversely related.”
• The geometrical prineipia are of course not really liable to change; but for the sake of illustration the author (as 488
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1	X. A .still clearer proof of this mar bo dfiivod from uk. Tenth e following considerations, Kvury natural growth, whether plant ur animul, ims the power of producing from like its like. Plants and animals have both this power ; 1U8es' and they produce from tile originating causi* or principium. Such in the tree, for example, is the seed
from which it grows Of wluit succeeds these principia, it always holds good that the character of
2	the principia determines that of the produce. Light JftiinCmw is tin-own on this by a geometrical comparison In geometry, when we assume certain principia. t|i('ir the Co»· character determines that of all thou* consequences. ,|eiocn<·''·
If we assume that the angles of a triangle arc equal
to two right angles, the angles of a quiulrilateral will be equal to four right angles : anil any change in the triangle 11 produces a corresponding change in the quadrilateral which is its counterpart. And (conversely) , if the angles of the quadrilateral arc not equal to four right angles, those of the corresponding triangle will not be equal to two.
1	XI. Now the case of naan is closely parallel. Man Th.· human has the power of producing or creating; and among Ssi'oi other things he produces, from certain originating Action, causes or principia, his deeds and actions. For what
else (has this power) i True action cannot be ascribed to any inanimate substance, nor to any animate being except man ; clearly, therefore, it is man who has this power of originating actions.
2	Now we see that actions are liable to change, and
that we constantly act in different ways. As, there- changeable! fore, our acts have originated from certain principia,
Eudemns in the corresponding passugr) supposes that they are, and imagines α triangle of 3 or 4 right angles! (End. 11.
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πράξεις μεταβάλλουσιν, καί αἱ άρχα'ι των πράξεων, άφ' ιον εΐσί, μεταβάλλουσιν, ώσπερ εφαμεν παρα-βάλλοντες επί των εν γεωμετρία, άρχη δ’ ἔστι 3 πράξεως καί σπουδαίας καί φαύλης προαίρεσις και βούλησις καί το κατά λόγον παν. δήλον τοίνυν ότι καί αυται μ€τα/3άλλουσιν. μεταβάλλομεν δέ1 καί ταΐς πράξεσιν εκόντες· ώστε καί ή άρχη [καί]2 ή προαίρεσις μεταβάλλει [γὰρ]3 εκουσίως. ώστε δήλον ότι εφ' ήμΐν αν εϊη καί σπουδαίοις εΐναι καί φαύλοις.
“Ισως οδν λόγοι αν τις, επειδήπερ επ’ εμοί εστιν 4 τό δικαίω εΐναι καί σπουδαίω, εάν βούλωμαι, εσομαι πάντων σπουδαιότατος, ου δη δυνατόν τούτο, διά τί; ότι ούδ’ επί του σώματος γίγνεται τούτο, ου γάρ αν τις βούληται επιμελεΐσθαι του • σώματος, καί δη πάντων άριστον εξει το σώμα, δει γάρ μή μόνον τήν επιμέλειαν ύττάρχειν, ὰλλὰ «αι τή φύσει γίνεσθαι τό σώμα καλόν κάγαθόν. βέλτιον μεν οδν εξει τό σώμα, άριστα μέντοι πάντων ου. όμοίως δέ δα ύπολαμβάνειν καί επί φυχής- C οΰ γάρ ἔσται ό προαιρούμενος εΐναι σπουδαιότατος, αν μή καί ή φύσις ύπαρξη, βελτίων μέντοι ἔσται.
XII.	Ἑττεἱ οδν φαίνεται εφ’ ήμΐν ον τό σπου-1 δάΐον εΐναι, άναγκαΐον τό μετά, ταΰτα είπεΐν ύπόρ εκουσίου, τί ἔστι τό εκούσιον τούτο γάρ εστι τό κυριώτατον προς την αρετήν, τό εκούσιον, εκούσιον δέ άπλώς μεν ούτως ρηθήναί εστιν δ πράττομεν μή αναγκαζόμενοι· άλλ’ ίσως σαφεστερον λεκτεον εστιν υπέρ αύτοΰ.
1 Si Bonitz far γάρ mss.
a καί inserted here in some mss. does not affect the moaning. The άρντί in this ease is προαίρεσις.
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Ἔστιν ouv καθ’ δ πράττομεν δρεξις· όρεξεωs2 δ’ ἔστιν είδη τρία, επιθυμία θυμός βούλησις.
Πρώτον μεν οΰν τήν κατ’ επιθυμίαν πράξιν επι-σκεπτεον, πότερον εκούσιόν εστιν ή ακούσιον. [οἶον] τό μεν οΰν άκοιίσιον ούκ αν δόξειεν. διά τί και ποθεν; οτ ι όσα μη εκόντες πράττομεν, αναγκαζόμενοι πράττομεν, επί δέ τοΐς εξ ανάγκης πραττομένοις πόσιν επεται λύπη, τοι? δε δι’ επιθυμίαν πραττομενοις ηδονή ακολουθεί, ώστε ουτωσί γε ούκ αν εϊη τὰ δι’ επιθυμίαν πραττόμενα ακούσια, άλλ’ εκούσια.
’Αλλά πάλιν άλλος λόγος τις τούτφ εναντιαΰται, 3 ό επί τη άκρασία. ούθεις γάρ, φησι, πράττει εκών τὰ κακά, είδώς ότι κακά εστιν αλλά μήν, φησίν, δ γε άκρατης είδώς ότι ταΰτα φαΰλά εστιν όμως πράττει, και κατ’ επιθυμίαν γε πράττει■ ούκ άρα εκών αναγκαζόμενος άρα. ενταύθα πάλιν ό αυτός 4 λόγος άπαντήσεται. καί γάρ ει κατ’ επιθυμίαν, ούκ εξ ανάγκης· τή γάρ επιθυμίμ ηδονή ακολουθεί, τὰ δε δι’ ηδονήν ούκ εξ ανάγκης.
Καί άλλως τοΰτ’ αν γένοιτο δήλον, ἔτι ό άκρατης εκών πράττει. οι μεν γάρ άδικοΰντες εκόντες
° Nicomachus (III. η.) assumes that Purposive Choice or Determination (προαίρεσις) is a species of “the Voluntary” (το ίκούσιον) s and proceeds to distinguish it from Desire, Passion, Wish, and Λ a kind of Opinion.” Eventually (c. lii. 10) ho defines it as " Deliberate Appetence of things within our power *' (βουλευτική όρε( is των ϊ φ' Φ μιν),
Eudemus (II. vii.) says that the motive of a voluntary act must be either Appetence (όρεξις) or Determination (προαίρεσις) or Intelligence (διάνοια). Trisecting Appetence ns the author of ΛΙ. M. docs, he dismisses in turn its three species, and also Determination; and so by exhaustion concludes that voluntary action is action which follows Intelligence (c. ix.).
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2	The tmilivr: power of our actions is uhat we term Uitnnit*, an Appetence Now of Appctenci; llujrc an* 1 hret* τνΐ'-ΐι,»'*’ kinds, namely Desire, Passion, tm(l Wish."
Let us first then consider those actions nf which '5"t'i,l)0ii]t|0n Desire is the moti\e. Are they voluntary or in- iJ«da°to '°n voluntary ? We can hai dly suppose they come under Antinomic. Hie latter heading ; and the loason of this is a« follows.
All we do involuntarily wr do under compulsion ; and compulsory notions are accompanied l)y pain. On the other hand, notions whose motive is Desire are attended by pleasure Tins would seem to show that what is done from the motive of Deshe is not involuntary hut voluntary.
3	This argument, however, is opposed by another, which, taking the case of Self-Indulgence,6 declares that whereas no one voluntarily does evil knowing il to be evil, the self-indulgent man, knowing that certain acts arc base, nevertheless does them, and that from the motive of Desire. Therefore he docs not act voluntarily ; and consequently is under com-
4	pulsion. This argument can, however, be countered by the one we have already given. If a niau acts from the motive of Desne, he is not under compulsion, because Desire is followed by pleasure ; and what is done for the sake of pleasure is not compulsory.
Another iviiy of showing that the self-indulgent man acts voluntarily is this. Those who commit
In c. x. he reverts to Determination, and accepts the definitions of Nic. given above. His treatment of the subject is confusing, and prives the impression of a patch applied to the fabric of Nicomachus.
b The adjective άκηάτοε (literally “ undiluted ”) is sometimes applied to feelings (οργή, ήδανή, ptc.|. The abstract noun άκρύπία !m used (perhapH hy eimfiibion) Instead of άκραταά as the opposite of ΙγκρΛτίίά (self-control). Grunt renders it by “ incontinence,” Hack hum |>y " unrestraint."
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is άδικοΰσιν, οἱ δέ άκρατεΐς άδικοι καί άδικου σ tv ώστε 6 άκρατης εκών αν ττράττοι τὰ κατά την άκρασίαν.
XIII.	Άλλα πάλιν άλλος λόγος εναντιοΰται, ος 1 φησιν ονχ εκούσιον είναι, ό γαρ εγκρατής εκών πράττει τα κατά την εγκράτειαν· επαινείται γάρ, επαινούνται δε επί τοΐς εκουσίοις. ει δ’ εστίν το 20 κατά την επιθυμίαν εκούσιον, το παρά την επιθυμίαν ακούσιον ό δ* εγκρατής παρά την επιθυμίαν πράττει· ώστε ό εγκρατής ούχ εκών αν ε’ίη εγκρατής. ὰλλ’ ου δυκεΐ· οΰδ’ άρα το κατ επιθυμίαν εκούσιον ἔστιν.
ΙΙάλιν επί των κατά τον θύμον ομοίως· οι γάρ 2 αυτοί λόγοι οίπερ και κατά της επιθυμίας άρμότ-λ; τρυσιν, ώστε την απορίαν ποιησουσιν ἔστι γάρ άκρατή καί εγκρατή οργής εΐναι.
Ἔτι λοιπή εστίν των όρεξεων ών διειλόμεθα ή 3 βούλησις, προς το έπισκεπτεσθαι ει ἔστιν εκούσιον. ὰλλὰ μήν οἴ γε άκρατεΐς εφ' α όρμωσιν, ταΰτα τέως βούλονται· πράττουσιν άρα οι άκρατεΐς τὰ φαύλα μ βουλόμενοι. εκών δέ γε ούθείς τὰ κακά είδώς πράττει οτι κακά εστίν· ό δέ άκρατης, είδώς τὰ κακά ότι κακά, πράττει βουλόμένος, ούκ άρα εκών, οΰδ’ ή βούλησις εκούσιον άρα εστίν.
Άλλ’ οντος ό λόγο? αναιρεί άκρασίαν καί τον ι
“ θυμός, for which our language has no equivalent word, Is the Combative instinct enlisted bv Plato as the ally of Reason against Desire. See Republic IX. vil,; Phae'rirus xxv., xtxiv. j Timaeus xxxi.; and Grant's note on xVVe. III. viii. ίο.
b For ορμώαι
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injustice <lo so voluntarily. Now Hie 'self-indulgent are unjusL and commit, injustice ; vhcuci* it follows that Iht; self-nxlul^nt man pummits voluntarily ΙΉ« acts -which his self-indulgiMU'i· urffes.
1	XIII. Vet another ai-gunirnt ^ adduced to show that (action whose motive is desire) is not after all voluntary. It is iidimltcfl th.it ilie solf-iimlrolled man performs volunhuily those actions which accord wilh his self-oontrol ; since· he receives praise fin them, mid if is on voluntary action liiat praise is bestowed. But if action in aceordini'e with Desire is voluntary, action contrary to Desire must lie imolun-tary. Now the man of self-control ad s contrary to his desire; whence it would follow that Ins seli-enntrol is not voluntary. But tins te obviously untrue ; so tliai action in itccurdance «Ήh Ov&iri- fiinnot ho voluntary.
2	Similai questions arise in the ease of actions whose motive is Passion or Temper." The· Mime .ir^mncnts apply as apply to Desire, and lead to Ilu; Hsinu» difficulty ; for one may lack or possess self-control in anger (as well as in Desire).
3	Of the kinds of Appetence we have distinguished there remains deliberate Wish ; w have still to consider if this be voluntary. Now it is obvious that the self-indulgent for the moment deliberately wish those things to which they feel impelled b ; so that their base actions are wishfully done. Yet no man voluntarily does evil actions knowing that they are evil. If therefore the self-indulgent man, knowing that his evil actions arc evil, nevertheless does them because he wi-shes he cannot· be acting voluntarily ; whence it follows that Wish is not voluntary.
4	But this argument destroys (ouv conception of) Self-Indulgence; mid of the self-indulgent man.
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άκρατή, ει γάρ μή εκων, ούκ ἔστιν φεκτός· ὰλλ’
3.'ι ἔστιν ό άκρατης φεκτός' έκά>ν άρα· ή άρα βούλησις εκούσιον.
Έπει ονν λόγοι τινες ενάντιοι φαίνονται, οα-φέστερον λεκτεον υπέρ του εκουσίου.
XIV.	ΐΐρότερον τοίνυν αν εΐη λεκτεον ύπερ βίας 1 lisa b καί ύττερ άνάγκης. ή μεν γάρ βία εστίν και εν τοι?
άφύχοις. έκάστοις γάρ εστι των άφύχων οικείος τόπος άποΒεΒομενος, τω μεν πυρί ό άνω, τή Be γή ό κάτω■ εστι μέντοι γε βιάσασθαι καί τον λίθον τ, άνω φερεσθαι και τό πΰρ κάτω, ἔστι δέ και το 2 ζωον βιάσασθαι, οἶον Ιππον επ’ ορθόν θεοντα άντιλαμβανόμενον άποστρεφαι. οσοις μεν οΰν ἔστιν εκτός ή αιτία τοΰ παρά φύσιν τι ή παρ’ α βούλονται ποιεΐν, εροΰμεν βιαζομενοις1 α αν ποιώσι ποιειν εν οἶ? δ’ εν αύτοΐς εστίν ή αιτία, ούκετι τούτους ίο βιάζεσθαι εροΰμεν. ει δε μή, ό άκρατης άντερει, 3 ου φάσκων φαΰλος εἶναι· βιαζό μένος γάρ φήσει υπ ο τής επιθυμίας τα φαύλα πράττειν.
XV.	Του οΰν βιαίου οΰτος ήμΐν έστω 6 ορισμός, 1 ὥν εκτός ἔστιν ή αιτία, ύφ’ ής βιάζονται πράττειν (ὥν δ’ εντός και εν αύτοΐς ή αιτία, ού βία)· πάλιν δ’
is υπέρ ανάγκης και τοΰ αναγκαίου λεκτεον. τό δέ άναγκαΐον ού πάντως ούδ’ εν παντι λεκτεον εστίν, οἶον όσα ηδονής ενεκεν πράττομεν. ει γάρ τις 1 Α misprint for βιαζομ4ναυς (Stock),
• See Aristotle, L>e Caelo, IV. iv. 5.
6	The distinction between βία and ανάγκη seems to be that the former Is Imposed by human wills, the latter by the nature of things. It Is not drawn by Nic. or Bud. On βία βίαιοι —the straitened life of the acquisitive—see Nic. I. v. 8 ami Grant's note there.
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For if ;i man docs not act voluntarily, lx.· deserves no censure. The μΊΡ-ιιη]ιι1#πιΙ iimn. lurwi-vor. does di‘s«‘i’vi‘ ci'iimiiv ; so I lint lie must lx; iichiigc voluntarily, and Wish must be a \oluntavy tliiii}·· lifter all,
Now since we meet with tliesi- various objfclifm·., a fullei consideration of" the Voluntary ” is dr^iruMe.
(AW. II. \ ill. : rf.Mc. III. i.)
1	XIV. We must begin, then, by considering force ι·<^ν inajeure and compulsion. Now even in.inimatc "‘"γ’" tilings are liable to force majeure lvicli <*f them
1ms its proper place assigned : firt: above, and earth ' below ; yet w e nmy force a stone to ascend jtml lire to
2	descend,0 So too we· nmy force a lu in·? .-minml; .ι hurst· nmy be smed and diu'rfcd from its direct voiirse.
Now whenever anyone is by some external cause made to do what is against his nature or hit wish, we shall say that he docs it under force majeure. But. where the cause of action is internal, ivo shall πο longer
3	regard such an one as forced. Otherwise, the self-indulgent man will meet our censure with the plea that he is not morally base ; for his base uctions are done, he will say, under force majeure of desiro.
1 XV. Let this, then, stand as our definition of force majeure : it is an external cause compelling ui to action (Where the cause of action is internal, within ourselves, there is no force majeure) And now we must tum to eon.sider compulsion and the compulsory.6
We must not plead compulsion under every cireum- Couipn stance nor for every ineitntion. Tor example, {we cannot say that) what we do under the incitement of pleasure (is compulsory). The* man who should νοί.. π	ii κ	t97
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λέγοι σ'τι ηναγκάσθην τήν του φίλου γυναίκα δια-φθεΐραι ύττό τής 'ηδονής, άτοπος αν ειη. το γαρ 2 αναγκαίου ούκ εν παντί, ὰλλ’ ήδη έν τοΐς €Κτος,
20 οἶον ος αν καταβλάπτηται άντικαταλλαττόμενος τι ὰλλο μεΐζον αναγκαζόμενος υπό των πραγμάτων. ο Τον ηναγκάσθην συντονώτερον βαδίσαι εις αγρόν ει γάρ μή, άπολωλότ’ αν εΰρον τα εν άγρω. εν τοΐς τοιούτοις άρα τὰ άναγκαΐον.
«α XVI. Ἑ πει δε τό εκούσιον εν ούδεμια ορμή 1 εστίν, λοιπόν αν ειη τό εκ διανοίας γιγνόμενον. τό γαρ ακούσιάν εστι τό τε κατ’ ανάγκην και κατα βίαν γιγνόμενον, καί τρίτον δ μή μετά, διανοίας γίγνεται. δήλον δ’ εστι τούτο εκ των γιγνομενων. όταν γάρ τις πατάξη τινα. ή άποκτείνη ή τι των so τοιούτων ποίηση μηδέν προδιανοηθείς, άκοντά φαμεν ποίησαι, ώς του εκουσίου οντος εν τω διανοηθήναι. οΐόν φασι ποτε τινα γυναίκα φίλτρον 2 τινι δούναι πιεΐν, εΐτα τον άνθρωπον άποθανεΐν υπό του φίλτρου, την δ’ άνθρωπον εν Άρείω πάγω άποφυγεΐν'· οδ παρούσαν δι ούθεν άλλο απέλυσαν nr. ή διότι ούκ εκ πρόνοιας, εδωκε μεν γάρ φιλάj, διήμαρτεν δέ τούτου· διό ονχ εκούσιον εδόκει είναι, οτι την δόσιν του φίλτρου ου μετά διανοίας του άπολεσθαι αυτόν έδίδου. ενταύθα άρα τό εκούσιον πίπτει εις τό μετά διανοίας.
1 Reading φυγεΐν for άποφυγεΐν (Bevnays end one μ9·). * *
α άρμ-ή (see c. iv. 9 above) seems to be used here as the equivalent of όρεξα, whose three species have been reviewed in ce. xii. and xiii. So again in c. xvii. ΰ below,
* This Court, which took its name from the “ Hill of Ares ” al Athens (rf Arts xvii. 15), 22), on which it met, tried cases 498
MAGNA MORALfA, I. av.
say “ 1 was eomprlk'd !>y pleasure to defile niy
2 friend's wifi· ” would make u foolish pica. Not evorv incitement can lie compulsory, hilt only (Ilose whicli come from without; jik, for wimple, \\ln>n a man is compelled by his affairs to forgo one :i<l\anl.i<n· for the s.'iko of another more import.-nit. " 1 was compelled,” one might, plead. ” to visit my estate more assiduously ; otherwise I should have found the crops ruined.” In such invitations as these mo must therefore look for “ the* compulsory ”
([!,«!. II. in.)
1	XVI. Since the Voluntary cannot lie found in auj· kind of spontaneous Impulse ,* only actions which proceed from Intelligence can deserve the nmn<·. [•'or the Involuntary is that ν liicli is done either umlrr compulsion, or under fora· majeure, or lastly, without Intelligence or Understanding. This is olnious from our experience. When one smites or kills another, or the like, without understanding what lie is about to do, we nay he acted involuntarily, regarding Intelligence as that, which alone makes I he deed
2	voluntary. We arc told that a woman once gave a man a love-potion which pioved fatal to lum. She was put on her trial before the court of Areopagus 6 ; and was acquitted expressly on the ground that she acted without understanding the consequence. Affection prompted the deed ; and she failed of her loving purpose. Because, then, the cup was given with no thought of the man's death, it was «.{rarded as an involuntary homicide. In this wise, 1 hen, the Voluntary falls under the head of Understanding.
of murder, In the EumtnUle* of Aeschylus,	m
acquitted of matricide by it.
m
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1189 a XVII. Ἔτι δε λοιπόν έστιν έπισκέφασθαι την 1 προαίρεσιν, ποτερόν έστιν ορεξις, η ου. ορεξις μεν γάρ και έν τοι? άλλοις ζωοις έγγίγνεται, προαίρεσις Be οϋ· ή γάρ προαίρεσις μετά λόγου, λόγος δέ έν οιιδενι των άλλων ζώων έστιν. ορεξις μεν δή ούκ γ. αν εΐη· άλλ' άρά γε βοΰλησις; η ουδέ τουτο; βοΰλησις μεν γάρ εστιν καί των άΒυνάτων, οἶον 2 βουλόμεθα μεν αθάνατοι είναι, προαιροάμεθα Be ου. ἔτι δέ προαίρεσις μεν ούκ εστιν του τέλους, αλλά των προς τό τέλος, οἶον ούθείς προαιρείται ιο ΰγιαίνειν, αλλά το πρός την ύγίειαν προαιροάμεθα, περιπατείν, τροχάζειν βουλόμεθ α δε τὰ τέλη, ΰγιαίνειν γάρ βουλόμεθα. ώστε Βήλον και ούτως 3 δτι ού ταύτόν ή βοΰλησις και ή προαίρεσις· ὰλλὰ ή προαίρεσις εοικεν όντως εχειν, ώσπερ και τουνομα αυτής έχει, οἶον προαιροάμεθα τόΒε αντί τοΰδε, οἶον το βελτιον αντί του χείρονος. δταν οΰν ὰντι-u καταλλαττώμεθα το βελτιον αντί του χείρονος εν αίρέσει οντος, ενταύθα το προαιρεΐσθαι δόξειεν αν οίκεΐον εΐναι.
’Έπεί οΰν ή προαίρεσις ούθέν τούτων εστιν, ίρά 4 γε εστιν το κατά διάνοιαν εν προαιρέσει; η οΰδε τούτο; πολλά γάρ διανοούμεθα καλ Βοξάζομεν κατά διάνοιαν άρ’ οΰν α διανοούμεθα, ταΰτα καί 20 προαιροάμεθα; η οΰ; πολλάκις γάρ διανοούμεθα * *
β For προαίρεσις cf Nk. III. ii. and the notes of Grant and Rackham thereon. Observe that the dismissal of its claim to be the “ Motive ” of voluntary action in End. II. viii. 1 is not reproduced here.
*	See c. ι. 7 above, and note.
*	Λ striking piece of carelessness mi the author’s part. In 500
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1	XVli. W have siiii (o consider purposive Choice, nrtnnninn-or DHerminiitmn, iilifl to nsk whclher it is an Appet- ρ™γ’,Γ|1() enre or not." Nom' Appeti-nce ιχ found in tile beasts UlmU
ns well as in man; but Dctcrminjilion only in the (i) from latter For Deti-imin.itmri i«. based mi a Raliojial 4w«*<wn, Piinciple " ; amlinnn is the· only animal that powsses such. So purposive Choice, or Determination, cannot, he mere Appetence (’«ji it then be α kind of (-> trmn
2	Wish ? r Hiu-dly. Wishes may be directed to im- ' lsl'’ possible objects ; for instance we wish, but do not purpose, to be immortal. Moreover, thf object of Deteimin.'ition is not the End, but tin* me.uis thereto.
No irrnn determines to be healthy ; we determine· on means to that end, such ns walking	or running, But,
the Ends are Hu; object of mirWi-h ; for Wi* wish to
3	be healthy. Here again it is clear that Wish and purposive Choice arc two different things. The nature of purposive Choice would stem lo apree with its name. We purposely choose one thin# instead of another, for example, the better instead of the worse.
When we can choose between the two, anil purposely take the better in exchange for the worse, in such a case the term purposive Choice would appear to be correctly used.
4	Seeing, then, that Determination	is neither Appet-	«)	from
ence nov Wish, is the object of	Intelligence the	n	8	Bnnci’!
same as that of purposive Choice ? Again, this can hardly be so. Through Intelligence we have understanding and opinion of many things ; but do >ve purpose all that we thus understand ? Surely not.
Often we have understanding of what is happening cc. xii. and mu. he has ιι<ιθ|ιΙι<1 βούλησή as a species of opefis ! Cf Eu<l. II. γ. 3.
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υπέρ των εν Ίνδοΐϊ, ὰλλ’ οΰτι και προαιρούμεθα. ούκ άρα ουδέ διάνοια ἔστιν ή προαίρεσις.
Έπεί οΰν καθ' έκαστον τούτων ούθέν ἔστιν ή s προαίρεσις, ταΰτα δε ἔστιν τὰ iv τή φυχη γινόμενα, άναγκαΐον [δή] συνδυαζομένων τινών τούτων είναι την προαίρεσιν.
2.-) Έπεί οΰν εστίν, ώσπερ έμπροσθεν ελέχθη, η προαίρεσις των προς τό τέλος αγαθών καί ου του τέλους, και των δυνατών ήμΐν, και των αντιλογίαν παραδιδόντων πότερον τούτο η τούτο αιρετόν, δήλον οτι δέοι αν πρότερον διανοηθηναι υπέρ αυτών και βουλεύσασθαι, εΐθ' όταν ήμΐν <j>avjj κρεΐττον διανοη-30 θεΐσιν, ούτως ορμή τις τού πράττειν εστίν, και τούτο δη πράττοντες κατά προαίρεσιν δοκοΰμεν πράττειν.
Ει τοίνυν ή προαίρεσις όρεξίς τις βουλευτική 0 μετά διάνοια;, ούκ έατιν τό εκούσιον προαιρετόν.* 1 έκόντες γάρ πολλά πράττομεν προ του διανοηθηναι και βουλεύσασθαι, οἶον καθίζομεν και άνιστάμεθα 85 και άλλο πολλά τοιαΰτα έκόντες μεν άνευ δὲ του διανοηθηναι, τό δέ κατά προαίρεσιν παν ήν μετά 1189 b διάνοια?, ούκ άρα τό εκούσιον προαιρετόν, άλλά 7 τό προαιρετόν εκούσιον αν τι γάρ προαιρώμεθα πράττειν βουλευσάμενοι, έκόντες πράττομεν.
Φαίνονται δέ τινες ολίγοι καί τών νομοθετών
1 Perhaps we should read <τό> προαιρετόν with the Laurentian ms.
“ Indian affairs gained interest in Greece through the campaigns of Alexander, and subsequently through the relations between Seleucus Niimtor and C'hanaragupta. The illustration is given by Eud.; Nic. speaks of “ Scythian,s.”
1 §3 above.
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in India 11 : yet none of it is mat tt-r for <mr rlcfonuiim-tion. Determination liiiTt-foie is ikshnct also from Intelligence.
δ Since, then, tlie^e are the phenomena of (lie soul, hut ι» cum. and in none of them, taken severally, is purpubive Aii'jwt'!!,.''/ Choice* or Determination to be* found, it must J>e “,,tl *»toJJi-composed of two (or more ?) in association.
Now we have already seen that DetPimination deals not with lhe End but with those goods which are means thereto,6 are within our power to compass, and present alternatives for our choice. It follows that we must, before determining, sulimil them to our Intelligence and its (k-lilx’i ahon.' Then, when Intelligence has decided that one is better than the other, there follows an impulse f<> act in this way ; and in so acting, it .«.perns that we net with purposive Choice.
6	If, then, Determination is n deliberati· Appetence JJJ1} ““v *"> accompanied by Understanding, “ the Voluntary ” Iii'mVmt"," cannot be identified with it.. For we perform many
an action voluntarily before Intelligence h«*c reflected and deliberated thereon : such as sitting clown and rising up and many other actions of the kind, which are indeed done voluntarily, but without that Intelligence which, as we have seen, always accompanies
7	whatever is deliberately done. It follows, then, that Th. Actions
what is voluntary is not always determined, though Uelii^s what we determine is always voluntary; since ^λΪ*γϊ whatever action we determine after deliberation to th™<?aro perform, we perform voluntarily.	of'vniimi'nry
Even among legislators a few seem to tlniw the Action.
προαίρεσις is delihi*raUve. Hcniw διαμοιίσβα» aild βηνλεΰεσΟαι are in these chapters practically equivalent. Ot· Nic, III. ii. 17.
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1189 b διόριζεiv τό τε εκούσιον και τό εκ -προαιρέσεων r, έτερον ον, έλάττονς τὰ? ζημίαν έπι τοι? έκουσίοις η τοις κατά προαίρεσιν τάττοντες.
Ἔστιν οόν ή προαίρεσις εν τοιs πρακτοις, και 8 τούτοις εν οΐς έφ ήμΐν έστιν και πρ&ξαι κα'ι^μή πράζαι, και ούτως η μη ούτως, και έν οΐς εστι λαβεΐν το διά τί. το δὲ διὰ τί ούχ άττλοΰν εστιν. ίο έν μεν γάρ γεωμετρία, όταν φή το τετράγωνον 9 τέτταρσιν όρθαΐς ΐσας εχειν, και έρωτα, διά τί, δτι, φησίν, και τό τρίγωνον δυσ'ιν όρθαΐς Ϊσας έχει, έν μεν οΰν τοΐε τοιοιίτοις έκ της αρχής ώρισμένης έλαβον το διά τί■ έν δέ γε τοΐς πρακτοΐς, εν οΐς ή προαίρεσις, ούχ ούτως (ούδεμία γάρ κεΐται ώρι-ι.·. σμένη), ὰλλ’ αν άπαιτή τις, διά τι τούτο έπραξας; δτι ουκ ένήν άλλως, ή δη βέλτιον ούτως, έξ αυτών των σνμβαινόντων, οποί' αν φαίνηται βελτίω είναι, ταΰτα προαιρείται καί διά ταΰτα. διά δη έν τοΐς 10 τοιουτοις το βουλευσασθαί ἔστι τὰ πώς δει, εν δε rats έπιστήμαις ον. ούθείς γάρ βουλενεται πώς 20 δει γράφαι το όνομα Άρχικλέους, δη ἔστιν ώρι-σμένον πώς δει γράφαι το δνομα Άρχικλέους. ή οΰν αμαρτία ού γίγνεται έν ττ} διάνοια, ὰλλ’ εν τη ένεργεία τοϋ γραφειν. έν οις γάρ μή εστιν ή
• τό “ διά τί;" or το οδ ένεκα of an Action is its End (τέλος), Purpose, or Final Cause. In the case of a mathematical proposition, t6 διά τί Is rather the Formal Cause (to “ τί fv,,v). It is part of the el&as or λόγος of the quadrilateral that it is divisible into two triangles, and part of the είδος of a triangle to contain two right angles. (Of Eud.
II. x. 24, and Metaphysica IV. (V.) ii.)
6 Of. JVie. III. iii· 8 (with the notes of Grant and Burnet), and Eud. II. x. 13. imoτ-ήμη seems, hero to include τέχνη, Nic. distinguishes those έπιστήμαι which are fixed and complete—writing—from those which are Jess definitely 504
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correct distinction between deeds done voluntarily
and those done of Purpose ; anti to assip,u, nrcordinfily, less severe penalties i<> tile formrr class uf otfenrrs than to the latter
8	Determination, therefore, is concerned with actions, and with those notions which it is in our power to perform ον not to perform, ον to perform in two different ways; acl ions ιηοπονι)'\\ host· ‘1 n la-n ii >re ’ ’α we can comprehend (Now m e speak of llie “ wheie-
9	fore ” of a thin·' in move senses Ilian out·. In geometry, when we ave 1o1d that the angle's of a quadrilateral are equal to four right angles, mid ave asked, wherefore ? ihe answer is “ bocmisi* the angles of a triangle are equal to two right mimic's/' In snoh cases as this, the “ wherefore " is inferred from a prindpium alrc-ndy defined. But in the cast' of fictions with which Determination is concerned, it is nut sit: for here there exists no previously defined prinripium. If, then, one is asked “ wherefore did you thus :ict ? ’’ he answers “ Because I (Ouid not. acl otherwise,” or “ Because it was the better .alternative.” It is in view of their (expected) results thut a man determines on whatever actions appear better; and these (results) are the “ wherefore ” of his determination.
10	And this is why, in matters of this kind, we deliberate with ourselves how we should act: but not in the sciences and arts.® No one debates with himself how the name of Archicles should be written, for that is already defined ; so that errors arise, not in the conscious Understanding, but in activity of writing. For where there is jio possibility of mor in ('rounded, like mtdicine. About tlu- rule·, nf the lutter we deliberate; not about those «Γ tlu* former, τέχνη affords greater «cope for iMiheriition tlinn iloes έπιατήμη in the hlricter tense of the term.
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αμαρτία, έν rfj διάνοια, ουδέ βονλεύονται υπέρ τούτων ὰλλ’ έν οἶ? ήδη αόριστόν ἔστι τὰ ω? δὲι, ενταύθα ή αμαρτία, ἔστιν δ’ εν τοι? πρακτοις το ϊ] αόριστον, και εν οϊς Βιτταί αἱ αμαρτία ι. άμαρ-τάνομεν οΰν έν τοι? πρακτοις καϊ iv τοι? κατὰ τὰ? άρετάς ομοίως. της yap αρετής στοχαζομενοι άμαρτάνομεν επί τάς1 πεφυκυίας οδούς. εστι γαρ και έν ελλείψει και iv υπερβολή αμαρτία, εφ' έκάτερα δέ τούτων φερόμεθα δι’ ήδονήν καί λύπην διὰ μέν γαρ την ήδονήν τὰ φαΰλα πράττομεν, δια δέ την λύπην τὰ καλά φεύγομεν.
XVIII. Ἔτι δ’ δοην ή διάνοια ούχ ώσπερ 1 αΐσθησις, οἶον τή όψει ονκ αν Βύναιτ ούθεν αν άλλο ποίησαι η ιδεΐν, ούδε τη άκοη ούθεν άλλο η άκονσαι. ομοίως δέ ούΒε βουλευόμεθα πότερον Βει άκοΰσαι τη άκοη η ΙΒεΐν. η Bi διάνοια ον τοιοντον, ὰλλὰ καί τούτο δυναται πράττειν καί άλλα. Βία τοΰτο βουλεύεσθαι ενταύθα ηδη υπάρχει, ἔστιν οἶν % ή αμαρτία εν τη αίρεσει των αγαθών ου περί τα τέλη (ταντο μεν γαρ άπαντες όμογνωμονοϋσιν, οἶον την ύγίειαν οτι αγαθόν), ὰλλ’ ηδη τὰ κατά τό τύλος, e οἶον πότερον αγαθόν προς ύγίειαν φαγεΐν τοντο η ου. μάλιστα οΰν ποιεί εν τούτοις τό σφάλλεσθαι ηΒονη και λύπη· την μεν γαρ φεύγομεν, τήν δέ αίρούμεθα.
’Έπεί οΰν Βιηρηται εν τινι ή αμαρτία και πως, 3 λοΜΤόν εστι τίνος ἔστιν ή άρε τη στοχαστική, πότε·
1 Rending Μ <8ιτ>τάϊ πιφυκνίας οδούς
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the intellectual concept, we do nut need to take counsel with ourselves ; bill wherever the right course is undefined, there is tin· possibility of error.
11	Now it is in action that this uncertainty exists, and ‘lr wherever two different, kinds of error arc possible, imi moi,ii Our errors, therefore, in action and in morals arc alike. In aiming at moral virtue, we en in ways po^iliU·, which are by nature twofold ; since eivor is possible ί!"ι,ι»ι.·ιΜοη either by defect or by evees·», and ire are borne in one ι·ιναηι. direction or the other through pleasure or pain. For pleasure induces us to perform base actions, and pniii to avoid noble ones.
1	XVIII. Understanding differs from Sense Per-rimκ.·ιι«·» ception in one important way. By the .sense of sight Katw” we are enabled to see. and nothing else; end byΜοι»^"'"· hearing, merely and solely to hear. We do not deliberate whether wc should hear with our eius, or y,^r™ni,,. see. It is otherwise with our Intelligence, whieli has «am.·
the power of acting in different ways. It is here, when we come to make ft purposive Choice, that there is room for deliberation with ourselves.
(End. II. si.)
2	Error, then, arises in the choice of what is good. Error mw But not in the realm of Ends ; for about these all arc cboim, or agreed. No man, for example, doubts that health is μ™»,™»*! a good. It is when we come to choose our means
that we err; for example, in deciding whether such and such a food is good for our health. In this choice, *" it is pleasure and pain that chiefly lead us astray ; since we choose the former and seek to avoid the latter.
3	Having thus defined where and how error arises, Viitiw ι» we have still to consider what is the goal at which !“πκμ°"Λ
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pov τον τέλους ή των ττ ρος το τέλος, οιον ττ οτ eρο ν τοΰ καλοΰ ή των προς τα καλόν, πώς οΰν η 4 επιστήμη; πότερον της οικοδομικής εστιν επιστήμης τό τέλος καλώς προθέσθαι, ή τα προς το τέλος ίδεΐν; αν γάρ τοΰτο καλώς προθήται, ο ιον καλήν οικίαν ποίησαι, καί τα προς τοΰτο ούκ άλλος τις εΰρήσει και ποριεΐ ή οικοδόμος. ομοίως δὲ και επί τών άλλων άπασών επιστημών, ωσαύτως αρα 5 δόξειεν αν ἔχειν καί επ’ αρετής, μάλλον είναι αυτής τον σκοπόν [προ?] τό τέλος, δ δει όρθώς προθεσθ αι, ή τὰ προς τό τέλος· καί έζ ών τοΰτ' ἔσται ούθείς άλλος ποριεΐ, καί εύρήσει α δει προς τοΰτο. και εύλογον δὲ τούτου είναι προθετικήν τήν αρετήν εν οϊς γάρ ή αρχή τοΰ βέλτιστου εστιν, έκαστον καί προθετικόν καί ποιητικόν, ονθέν οΰν βέλτιον τής αρετής εστιν ταύτης γάρ ένεκα καί τάλλα εστιν, καί προς ταύτην εστιν ή αρχή, [καί τούτου ένεκεν μάλλον τὰ προς τοϋτ εστιν τό δέ τέλος αρχή τινι β έοικεν, καί τούτον ένεκέν εστιν έκαστον, ὰλλὰ κατά τρόπον τοΰτο ἔσται.]1 ώστε δήλον ως κάπί τής αρετής, επειδή βέλτιστη εστιν αιτία, οτι τοΰ τέλους έστί στοχαστική μάλλον ή τών προς τό τέλος.
XIX. Αρετής δέ γ’ έστί τέλος τό καλόν, τούτου 1
1 Reading, with Scaliger, το S« τέλος άρχν ίοικον, καί τούτον ίνεκεν μάλλον τα. ττρός τοΰτ έοτίν. instead of the passage between the brackets, which is corrupt.
“ Is this consistent with c. i. 11 above, where we are told that no science or art can predicate goodness of its F.ml ?
6 Cf Bud. II. xi. 5, 6 : especially liornp yap rely θιοιρη-TiOTUf οι αποθέσεις άρχαί, οίτα> καί rots ποιητικαΐς τό τέλος αρχή και ύπάθεαις. Λ η alternative rendering: is “ — anil with 508
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Virtue aims. Is it an end, or moms thereto ; moral beauty, for example, or such thing*, as conduce to it ?
4- Honv is it wilh arts und sciences ? Is it the limit of architecture well and truly to propose its own end, or merely to seek tbo means of attaining it ? Hut assuming it to have done the former—to him proposed, for example, the construction of n noble house/1 it is again the architect and none other who will devise and provide the means of accomplishing it. And so it is with all other arts and sciences ; whence
0	we may infer the like of Virtue. Il.s goal is the rij*ht. establishment of the End more thun (1)ip provision of) the means ; yet the materials and incans will he provided and devised by none other (than the virtuous man himself). Ami it is with reason that we attribute to Virtue this task of proposing her lind ; for whervver we find the origin ον priucipium of what is be«.t, Ihon* resides the power both of proposing the End and of accomplishing it. Now (whilst) nothing is better than Virtue—since it is for her sake that other things are, and towards her the priticipium points <as to an
β End)—yet in her case the Knd itself may lie regarded as a priticipium * : and it is for the .sake of the End that the means exist rather {than, the converse). And so even in her case it is plain -that, being as she is the best of all causes, her task is to seek rather the End than the means thereto.®
1	XIX. Now the End of Virtue is the morally
her the principtum abides; yet in lior c«*e . . ” (With vpos ταύτην might he compared St. John i. 1 ό λόγο; fjv vpo$ τον Θεόν.)
* A corrupt and obscure passage. Perhaps the meaning is that Virtue, whilst herself a τίλη?, is also the αρχή ol another τέλος, i.e, τό καλόν, which it is therefore lior task to set up and pursue.
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άρ' έστι[ν ή ὰρετή] στοχαστική μάλλον « έξ 30 ών ἔσται, ἔσπ δέ /,αί ταυτα τούτης, ολαις δε δή1 φαίνεται άτοπον Ισως γαρ αν εν γραφική εϊη τις αγαθός μιμητής, όμως δέ ονκ αν έπαινεθείη, αν μή τον σκοπόν θή τ α βέλτιστα μιμεΐσθαι. τής αρετής άρα παντελώς τοΰτ’ έστιν, τό καλόν προθέσθαι.
Διὰ τί συν, αν τις ei'not,, πρότερον μιν έλέγυμεν 2 85 την ενέργειαν κρεΐττον είναι ή την ἔξω τήν αυτήν, νυν δε ου κ εξ οδ ή ενέργεια, τοΰτ ο τή αρετή άπο-δίδομεν ως κάλλιο ν, ὰλλ’ έν ω ούκ έστιν ενεργεια; am ο ναι, άλλα και νΰν φάμε ν τούτο ομοίως, την ενέργειαν 3 τής έξεως βέλτίον είναι, οι γάρ άλλοι άνθρωποι τόν σπουδαΐον θεωροΰντες κρίναυσιν εκ τοΰ πράτ-τειν, διά τό μή δυνατόν είναι Βηλωσαι τήν έκαστου προαίρεσιν ψ ‘έχει, έπεϊ ει ήν ειδέναι την έκαστου 6 γνώμην, ω? έχει προς τό καλόν, και άνεν τοΰ πράττειν σπουδαίος αν έδόκει είναι.
[ἙτΓ€ἱ δέ μεσότητας τινας των παθών κατηριθμη-σάμεθα, λεκτέον αν εΐη περί ποια των παθών είσίν.]	(
XX. » * ’Έτπει οΰν έστιν ή ανδρεία περί θάρρη ι ίο και φόβους, σκεπτέον αν είη περί ποιους φόβους και θάρρη, άρ οΰν εί μέν τις φοβείται μη άπο-βάλλη τήν ουσίαν, οντος δειλός, ει δέ τις θαρρεί 1 Reading άΜω? δή (suggested by Susemihlj for SXivs Si δη.	______________________________________
« Of Pimtica c. π. * c. w. 3 above. ' Of. SL..) ames o.W. d ioese “ mean states " are of course .the Moral \ ii tucs Ιύβικοϊ opera*). as explained m cc. v.-K. above. Ramsauer and Susc.mihl think that the bracketed sentence has been inserted to fill α lacuna in the text; and Ramsawr suggest* that a “ table of virtues ” (and their “ provinces ?) like that in Bud. II. iii. 4 originally stood in its place.
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beautiful or noble ; so Hint this, rather than its materials, is the goal at which she aims, though she is ti!r umi concerned with its materials also. The contraryof '"'tu'‘· would be obviously impossible. A painter mighl be an excellent copyist; but he would receive no honour if he failed to make ii: his aim to portray the best models.® There can, therefore, bo no questioning the office of Virtue to propose the noble as her end.
2	But here it may possibly be objected that whereas we formerly stated the use or activity of anj’thiiiff to ,Vii.'Vter be better Ilian the corresponding possession of it.6 we are now assigning to Virtue, as the nobler province, not tlie materials of her activity, but ‘something in
8	which there is no activity. Our view, however, is still the same : we still assert that virtuous activity is better than the mere slate or possession of Virtue·.
When mankind behold a virtuous man they judge him by his actions, because his inward Determination or Purpose is necessarily hidden from them. If, however, they could look into a man’s mind and see its attitude towards what is morally beautiful, the virtuous man would be known for such even apart from his activity."
(Hud. III. i. I s Nio. III. v. 21-23.)
[Having enumerated certain “mean states ”,l of the feelings or affections, we must now specify the kind of feelings with which they are severally concerned.]
(Eud. III. i.: xYio. III. vi.-ix.)
1	XX. . . . Since, then, feelings of fear and intrepidity are the province of Courage, we must consider the then.«rai kinds of fear and intrepidity with which it deals. Is a virtue·»: man a coward if he fenrs the loss of his properly, and buuren«;
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1190 b 77ερι ταΰτα, ανδρείο?; ή ου; ομοίως §’ ει τι? φοβείται νόσον ή θαρρεί, ούτε δειλόν φατέον είναι τον φοβούμενον οϋτ ανδρείαν τόν μη φοβούμενον.
10 ο ύκ άρα εν τοις το ιο ντο ι ς φόβοις καί θάρρεσίν ἔστιν ή ανδρεία, άλλα, μην ούδ' εν τοι? τοιοντοις, ο ιον 2 ει μη τιs φοβείται βροντάς η άοτραπάς η άλλο τι των υπέρ άνθρωπον φοβερών, ον κ ανδρείος άλλα μαινόμενός τις. εν φόβοις άρα και θάρρεσίν ἔστιν ό ανδρείος τοΐς κατ ανθρώπους’ λέγω δε βίον α οι λι πολλοί. φοβούνται η οι πάντες, εν τούτου ο ων θαρραλέος, ούτος ανδρείος.
Τούτων τοίνυν διωριαμένων σκεπτέον αν ειη,3 επειδή κατά πολλά είσιν οι ανδρείοι, ό ποιος ανδρείος, ἔστιν γάρ και κατ’ εμπειρίαν τις ανδρείος, οΐον οι στρατιώται. οΰτοι γάρ οίδασι δι’
»5 εμπειρίαν δτι εν τοιοντω τόπω η εν τοιούτω καιρό) η ούτως ένοντι αδύνατόν τι παθεΐν. ό δέ ταΰτα ε'ιδώς καί διὰ ταΰτα υπ ο μενών τούς πολεμίους ου κ ανδρείος' εάν γάρ τούτων μ,ηθέν ΰπάρχη, οΰχ ύπο- i μένει, διό τούς δι' εμπειρίαν ου φατέον ανδρείους.
Οὰδὲ "Σωκράτης δή όρθώς ελεγεν επιστήμην φάσκων εΐναι την ανδρείαν, ή γάρ επιστήμη εξ 80 έθους τήν εμπειρίαν λαβοΰσα επιστήμη γίνεται’ τούς δέ δι εμπειρίαν ύπομένοντας ου φαμεν, ούδ' εροΰσιν ανδρείους αυτούς εΐναι· ούκ άρα ή ανδρεία επιστήμη αν εϊη.
Πάλιν δ’ αύ είσιν ανδρείοι εκ του εναντίον της Β εμπειρίας· οἱ γάρ άπειροι των εκβησομένων ου φοβούνται διά την απειρίαν, ουδέ δη ουδέ τούτους 85 φατέον ανδρείους. •
• For what Socrates actually said see Xenophon, Memorabilia, III. ix. t, 2.
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brave ii'hc fa< cs it. with intrepidity ? Himlly so ; nor can we rightly predicate CWnrdici; and Courage of those who respectively fear or do jmi. fear disease.
2	These, then, are not the kinds of fear and intrepidity with which Courage denis. Supposing again t hat a man has no fear of thunder or lightning or otliei superhuman terrors : he is not brave, but mad. The fears and intrepidities with which u brave man deals are clearly those commensurate uith human powers. That man, I mean, is brave who t,hows intrepidity in the midst of perils which most men or nil men fear.
3	After thus nun'll of definition, seeing that brave-men are (brave) in many different wayx, we must consider what kinds of nu*n are rightly so called. In the first place, men may be luave through experience, as soldiers are, They know by experience that in certain places, times, or positions they arc quite safe. But one who knows this, and in the confidence of such
4	knowledge awaits the foe, is not brave ; for if these conditions be lacking, he flees. We cannot, therefore call the man who is brave from experience truly brave.
Agai n, Socrates was .surely mist aken in declaring that Courage is a branch of science or knowledge.” Knowledge becomes such through attaining experience Uy practice. But we deny that those who are brave from experience are really brave ; and our denial will be generally approved. Courage, therefore, is not a branch of science.
5	Again, some men are bra\e through the very opposite of experience ; for those who have no experience of results have, for that reason, no fear of them. These, too, have no just claim to the title.
vol.it	2 i.	513
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Εΐσΐν δ’ αΰ άλλοι δοκοΰντες ανδρείοι εἶναι διὰ τα α •πάθη, οἶον οἱ ερώντες ή οι ενθουσιάζοντας. ουδέ δή τούτους φατέον ανδρείους είναι· εαν yap αυτών 1191 β τό -πάθος άφαιρεθή, ούκέτι είσιν ανδρείοι, δεΐ δέ τον άνδρεΐον αει εΐναι άνδρεΐον. διό ουδέ τα θηρία ·} οϊον τους σΰς ουκ αν τις εϊποι ανδρείους διά τό άμύνεσθαι, επειδάν πληγέντες λυπηθώσιν, ούδε δεΐ τον άνδρεΐον διά [τό] πάθος είναι άνδρεΐον.
5 Πάλιν ἔστιν άλλη ανδρεία πολίτικη δοκοΰσα 8 εΐναι, οἶον ει δι’ αισχύνην την προς τούς πολίτας ύπομένουσι τούς κινδύνους καί δοκοΰσιν ανδρείοι εΐναι. σημεΐον δέ τούτου· καί γάρ *Ομηρος πε-ποίηκε τον "Έκτορα λέγοντα
ΐίουλυδάμας μοι πρώτος ελεγχείην άναθήσει,
><>δίο οίοται δεΐν μάχεσθαι. ούδε δή την τοιαύτην φατέον είναι· δ γάρ αυτός εφ’ εκάστω τούτων δι ορισμός αρμόσει, ου γάρ άφαιρουμενου1 μη διαμένει ή άνδρεία, ούκ αν εϊη ἔτι ανδρείος· αν ούν την αισχύνην περιέλω δι ήν ήν ανδρείος, ούκέτι ἔσται ανδρείος.
Ἔτι και άλλως είσιν άνδρεΐοι δοκοΰντες εΐναι οι ο ι» δι* ελπίδα καί προσδοκίαν άγαθοΰ. ούδε δη τούτους φατέον εΐναι άνδρείους, επειδή τούς τοιούτους καί εν τοΐς τοιούτοις άνδρείους λέγειν ατοπον φαίνεται.
Οὰδένα οΰν των τοιούτων άνδρεΐον θετέον εἶναι·
1 Perhaps <η> should he inserted.
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0 There arc, besides, others reputed brave owing to the feelings which possess them—such as line, or divine inspiration. These, too, are not really entitled to the name. If they lose the feeling, they cease to
7	be brave ; and true Courage is permanent. It is for this reason that no one would call boars and other wild beasts brave because they defend themselves when wounded and in pain. No more can the truly brave man owe his courage to his feelings.
3	Moreover there is another so-called Courage which is of a civic or social nature “ ; shown, for example, by those who face perils and win reputation for courage because they are ashamed to appear cowards in the eyes of their fellow-citizens. Testimony to this we find in Homer, whose Hector declares that
First will l'ulydumas for faint-heart temper reproach ιιι<· ‘
and therefore determines to fight. And here again we must withhold the name of true Courage. For in all the above cases, the same criterion may be applied ; whenever the loss <of some incentive) involves the loss of courage, the man (who is apparently brave) will be brave no longer. If, then, I strip a man (who is civically or socially brave) of tlmt feeling of shame which was his incentive, he will no longer be brave at all.
0	Another type of apparent courage is that of men who win the title under the incentive of hope and expectation of good to come. These, too, we must refuse the name. To call men brave who are only brave in this way and under these circumstances seems, indeed, absurd.
Since, then, of none of the above types can we predicate true Courage, let us consider what kind of
SIS
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τόν [ό] ποιον oSv* άνδρεΐον, και ns ο ανδρείος σκεπτεον. ως απλώς μεν είπείν, 6 διὰ μηθεν τών 10 jo προειρημενών ανδρείος ὥν, αλλά διὰ τό νομιζειν αότό εἶναι καλόν, και τοΰτο ποιων καν παρ!} τις καν μη παρη.
Ούδε δη παντελώς άνευ πάθους καί άρμης έγ· γίγνεται η ανδρεία, δεΐ δε τήν άρμην γίνεσθαι απο του λόγον διά το καλόν, ά δη ορμών διά λόγον ένεκεν τοΰ καλού επί το κινδυνεύειν, άφοβος ών α, περί ταυτα, οντος ανδρείος, καί ή ανδρεία περί ταΰτα. άφοβος δε ούχ όταν οντω συμπέση τω 1) άνδρείιρ ώστε ολως μη φοβεΐσθαι. ά μεν γαρ τοιοΰτος ούκ ανδρείος, φ ολως μηθέν εστι φοβερόν οΰτω μεν γάρ (αν) ά λίθος ε'ίη καί τάλλα άφυχα ανδρεία· άλλα δει φοβεΐσθαι μεν, ΰπομενειν δε'· ει βπ γάρ αδ μη φοβούμενος υπομένει, ούκ αν εΐη ανδρείος.—ἔτι δὲ καί ώσπερ επάνω διειλόμεθα, περί 12 φόβους καί κινδύνους ου πάντας ὰλλὰ* τούς αναιρετικούς της ουσίας.—ἔτι δέ ούδ' εν τω τυχοντι καί παντί χρόνω, ὰλλ’ εν ω οἱ φόβοι καί οι κίνδυνοι πλησίον εΐσίν. ει γάρ τις τον εις δέκατον έτος κίνδυνον μη φοβείται, ουπω ανδρείος· ἔνιοι γάρ α θαρροΰσιν διὰ τὰ μακράν άπέγειν, αν δε πλησίον γενωνται, άποθνήσκουσιν τω δέει. 1
1 Spengel for όνοιοναΰν was.
8	In § 1 it is suggested that peril to one’s oiWa (property») is not the field in which true Courage is shown. This is the regular meaning of the word ουσία, in Nic. (see IV. i. passim), save where it serves as a logical term (= substance). Perhaps therefore we should read ού περί φόβους και κακόνους τους αναιρετικούς της ουσίας, “ nor . . . will true Courage concern itself with fears and dangers that threaten property.” 516
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10 miin (we can so l-erin), and who is tin* truly bravo. We may define him simply by saying· llmt hi is one who owes his courage to none· of 1 in.· ,ι!>ο\υ im’i'nhvct., lint is brave ber/iusv lie thinks it lmhlr- so to U., md brave whether he is alone or in company.
Courage, however, floes not nrisi* wholly apart from feeling and impulse. But the impulse· nui<.t start from Rational Principle," with monil Ixsiuty or nobility as its aim. He, therefore, who is rationally impelled to face danger for the sake of «hat is fair and noble, being· fearless of that danger, is a brave H man ; and this is the true province of Courage I do not however mean the fearlessness ot'one (reputed) brave who happens to be incapable of fear. A man is not truly brave in whose sight- nothing whatever is formidable. By the same token n stone were brave, or any other inanimate thing. The brave mm» will fear, but. will nevertheless stand firm ; for if he stands 12 firm without fearing, he cannot- be truly brave. Moreover, in accordance with tJie distinctions we m«de above, true Courage will not concern itself with all kinds of fear nnd peril; but. only ν ith those which threaten one’s very existence.1' Nor can it be .shown at all times, or on any chance occasion ; but only when fears and perils are close at hand. If a man has no fear of a peril which is to be encountered nine years hence, that does not prove him brave. For some are intrepid because the peril is afar who on its approach are ready to die of fear.
• Cf. iWc. III. νη-, Bud. III. i. 12 ; also i. ? above, with b See note on text.
The corruption might be that of a scribe who misunderstood the word ουσία. Of c. x\xiii. 31 below.
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1191 * XXI. Ἦ μέν οΰν ανδρείοι καί ό ανδρείος τυιοΰ- 1 ros· σωφροσύνη δ’ ἔστιν μεσάτης ακολασίας καί αναισθησίας της περί τάς ηδονας. εστιν γαρ η σωφροσύνη καί απλώς άπασα αρετή έξις ή βέλτιστη, 11Βι b ή δέ βέλτιστη έξις του βέλτιστου εστίν, βέλτιστου δε της υπερβολής καί της ένδειας το μέσον κατ’ άμφότερα γάρ είσι ψεκτοί, καί καθ’ υπερβολήν καί κατ’ ένδειαν, ώστε είπε ρ το μέσον βέλτιστου, ή σωφροσύνη μεσάτης τις αν εϊη ακολασίας και αναισθησίας.	^	^	(
6 Μεσάτης μεν συν αν εϊη τούτων ἔστιν 8έ ή 2 σωφροσύνη περί ήδονάς καί λύπας, ού πάσας 8ε ουδέ τάς περί πάντα, ου γάρ εΐ τις ήδεται θεωρών γραφήν ή ανδριάντα ή τι άλλο των τοιούτων, καί δή οΰτος ακόλαστος, ομοίως δέ ουδέ περί ακοής ουδέ περί όσφρήσεως· ὰλλ’ εν ήδοναΐς ταΐς περί ίο άφήν καί γεϋσιν. ου δὲ δή περί ταύτας άνήρ 3 σώφρων ἔσται (ό> οΰτως ἔχων ώστε μηδ’ ύπο μιας τών τοιούτων ηδονών μηθέν πάσχειν (ό μεν γάρ τοιοντος αναίσθητος), ὰλλ’ ήδη 6 πάσχων καί μή αγόμενος, ώστε εις υπερβολήν αυτών άπολαύων πάντα τάλλα ποιεΐσθαι πάρεργα, καί αυτόν1 γε τον ίο ήδη αυτού τοΰ καλοΰ ένεκεν καί μή άλλου πράτ-τοντα σώφρονα * * .* οστις γάρ τών τοιούτων 4 ηδονών τής υπερβολής άπέχεται ή διά φόβον ή δι άλλο τι τών τοιούτων, ον σώφρων. ουδέ γάρ τάλλα ζώα λέγομεν εἶναι σώφρονα έξω ανθρώπου, διὰ το
• See c. Hi. 3 above. Here the author, after using £{« in its neuter sense of habitus, proceeds to construct it with the 518
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{Em}. 111. ii.: Me. III. \.)
1	NX I. Such is the nnture of Courage mul of the brave num. Wo next proceed to consider Temperance, w]lidi is a mi’Hn betwixt Profligacy and Jnsrnsi-bility to pleasures. Temperance, like all other virtues, is a “ best state (of the soul).” Now a best sfnte is a state which possesses what is best" ; and what is best is the mean betwixt excess and drlci't, since for both of these, men arc liable to blame. As therefore the mean is host, the virtue of Temperance will hi* » mean slate betwixt Profligacy anil insensibility.
2	Such, then, are the extremes between which Temperance mediates. Pleasures and pains arc its province, though not with all pleasures and pains does it deal, nor with those arising from all sources. Because a man takes pleasure in the- contpinpl.itjon of a picture or statue or other beautiful object, he is not on that account a profligate ; nor again because he enjoys the pleasures of hearing or of .smell ; only in those pleasures which arise from touch nr taste is
3	there profligacy. Nor of course is n man temperate who is so constituted ns to be entirely unaffected by any of these pleasures ; for such a man is simply indifferent,. The temperate man is he who is affected by them, and yet not led away to take such excessive delight therein that, he regards all,else as of secondary importance. It is the mail who thus resists pleasure for the sake of what is morally beautiful or noble, and for no other cause, that we term tem-
i	perate ; fov he who refrains from such pleasures through fear or the like motive is nut truly temperate. We do not call the brute beasts temperate ; since
objective genitive proper to its active Seine (iiis toD βέλτιστου —τ6 το βελτίατον εχειν).
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μη εἶναι έν αυτοϊς λόγον, ὥ δοκιμΛζοντα τό καλόν ■ju αίροΰντα ι. πάσα γάρ αρετή του καλοΰ' καί ττ ρος τό καλόν εστιν. ὥστε εϊη αν ή σωφροσύνη περί ήδονάς καί λύπας, καί ταύτας τὰ? έν άφή καί γεύσει γινομένας.
XXII. Έχόμενον δ' αν εϊη τούτου λέγειν ύττερ 1 πραότητας, [καί] τί ἔστι και εν τίσιν. εστιν [μεν] μ οΰν ή πραότης άνά μέσον οργιλότητος και άοργη-σίας. και ολως δε δοκοΰσιν αι άρεταϊ μεσότητες τινες εΐναι. ότι δ’ εισ'ι μεσότητες, και ούτως αν τις εΐποι· ει γάρ εστιν εν μεσότητι τό βέλτιστον, ή δ’ αρετή εστιν ή βέλτιστη έξις, [βέλτιστον δ ἔστι τό μέσον,] ή αρετή αν εϊη τό μέσον, δηλον 2 30 δὲ ἔσται μάλλον και καθ' έκαστον σκοττονσιν.
Επειδή γάρ εστιν οργίλος 6 παντ'ι και πάντως και επί πλεΐον όργιζόμενος, καί φεκτός δέ ο τοιοΰτος (ούτε γὰρ παντ'ι δει όργίζεσθαι ούτ επι πάσιν ούτε πάντως καί αει, ούδ’ αΰ πάλιν ούτως έχειν 8ει, ώστε μηθεν'ι μηδέποτε· καί γάρ οΰτος 3 35 φεκτός, ανάλγητος γε ων).3 έπεί τοίνυν καί 6 κατα τήν ύπερβολήν φεκτός καί 6 κατά τήν ελλειφιν ο μέσος αν τούτων εϊη καί πράος καί επαινετός, ούτε γάρ 6 έλλείπων τή οργή ούτε ό ύπερβάλλων επαινετός, άλλ' ό μέσως εχων προς ταΰτα, οντος πράος.8 καί ή πραότης δε τούτων των παθών μεσάτης αν εϊη.
1 Reading του καλόν <ί«<c«v> (?).
8 Ι place the bracket after <Ui and λ comma after <Sr. ( t
3 Stopping ό μίσως ίχων πρός ταΰτα. οΰτος -πράος· καί η πραότης Sc . . . (So Stock.)
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they possess nol the touchstone of γο,ίμιπ wlirrewilh to test moral beauty before choosing it. tor nionil beauty is ever the End of Virtue, mid towards this she is drawn.—.Temperance, then, is concerned with such pleasures and pains as arise from touch anil taste.
(Eud. III. Hi.: J.W. IV. \.)
1	XXII. From this we may pass to trvut of iicntle-nes»s ; its character and its province. Now Gentleness occupies ft mid position between Irascibility anil Lack of Spirit. (The virtues would seem in every cn^e to In: mean states* between extremes ; and this may bp demonstrated as follows, if the best occupies a mean position, and Virtue is the best stale (of the soul),
2	Virtue must be a mean. But this will be dcimir from a consideration of the virtues, .severally ) "
For the irascible man is one who is liable to excessive anger against everyone and on all occasions; and he deserves onr censure. It is not right lo lx· angry with all men, nor for every cause, nor on all occasions and at all times. On the other hand, the opposite state, that of never being angry with any-
3	one, is also wrong; such a man is insensible, nnd he too deserves our blame.—Since, then, the inan who shows excess of anger deserves censure, and likewise he who shows defect, he who keeps the just mean is the gentle man who merits our praise. Pvaise is not for him who is deficient in anger, nor fur him who is therein excessive; but for one whose state is between the two. This man is gentle ; and gentleness will be a mean state between these two affections.
“ An awkwardly placed parenthesis.
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XXIII.	Έλευθεριότης δέ ἔστιν μεσάτης άσωτίας 1 «αι ανελευθερίας, ἔστιν δέ ^ πε/ΰ χρήματα τα τοιαΰτα πάθη· 6 τε γάρ άσωτος ἔστιν ό άναλίσκων εις α μή 8εΐ καί πλείω ὥν Set καί ore μή δεΐ, ο τ’ ανελεύθερος εναντίως τούτοι ό μή άναλίσκων εις α δει καί οσα δει καί δτε δεΐ. άμφότεροι δέ οότοι 2 φεκτοί, εστι δε τούτων 6 μεν κατ έλλειψιν 6 δε καθ’ ύπερβολήν. ό άρα ελευθέριος, επειδή ἔστιν επαινετός, μύσος τις αν εΐη τούτων, τις οΰν έστίν;
6 άναλίσκων εις α δεΐ καί οσα δει καί οτε δεΐ.
XXIV.	"Εστι δέ καί της άνελευθεριότητος είδη 1 πλείω, οἶον κίμβικάς τινας καλοΰμεν και κύμινο-πρίστας καί αισχροκερδείς καί μι κρολόγους. π άντε ς S our ο ι υπό την άνελενθεριό τητα πίπτουσιν. το μέν γάρ κακόν πολυειδύς, το δ' αγαθόν μονοειδες, οἶον ή μεν ΰγίεια άπλοΰν, ή δε νόσος πολυεώες. ομοίως ή μεν αρετή άπλοΰν, ή δέ κακία πολυειδες. πάντες γάρ οδτοι περί χρήματά είσι ψεκτοί.
Π ότερον οΰν του ελευθερίου καί τὰ κτήσασθαι 2 ἔστι καί τό παρασκευάσασθαι χρήματα; ή ου; ουδέ γάρ άλλης αρετής ούδεμιας. οΰτε γάρ της ανδρείας εστι τὰ δπλα ποίησαι, άλλ’ άλλης,1 ταύτης δε λαβούσης τούτοι? όρθώς χρήσασθαι, ομοίως επι σωφροσύνης καί των άλλων· ούτε δή της ελευθεριότητας, άλλ’ ήδη χρηματιστικής.
XXV.	Ἦ δὲ μεγαλοφυχία μεσάτης μεν εστιν ι χαυνότητος καί μικροψυχίας, εστι δέ περί τιμήν
1	Perhaps Ανλο-αοΰκης should be restored in place of Αλλης·· “this is the task of the armourer; from him Courage. . .	____________
“ Or “ Meanness ” (Racltham).
6 Or “ skinflints ” (Grant and Haokham).
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(Hud, Hi. iv.! ΛΊ<\ IV. ι.)
Ι ΧΧΙΙΓ. Liberality is a menu slate between Procli-mof fiality and illibemlity.'1 Snell affections luive wealth	:
for their province ; for the prodigal is one -who spends exce.ssivety for wrong purposes and at wronp times, while the illiberal on the contrary does not, spend as much as he ought, nor where he ουμίιί nm when.
2	Both deserve censure ; the one errs in defect:, and the other m excess. The liberal man therefore, deserving as he is of praise, will occupy a position midway between them. Who then is tins liberal man ? One who spends the right amount·, on the right objects, and ;it the right time.
1	XXIV. Of Illibemlity there are \nrious forms; we speak for example of the nijfgimh, the ^rain-sjilittors/’ the greedy and the1 penurious. All Hi esc fall under the heading of illihenility. Evil takes vnnous forms, where good has only one ·. health, for example, is it simple thing, but disease is manifold. So too virtue is simple, and vice manifold For all those whom we have enumerated deserve censure for their misuse of wealth.
3	Is it, then, the duty of the liberal man <ns such) to acquire property and provide himself -wealth ?
Hardly. Such tasks nre not for liberality nor for any other virtue. Courage is not expected to provide arms; n different (activity) provides them, and Courage takes them and uses them aright. So it is with Temperance and the other virtues. Finance therefore, and not Liberality, provides us with wealth.
(Bud. III. v. · N!c. IV. iii.)
1 XXV. Greatness of Soul hastate midway between (Λ) of fireat-Vanity and Littleness of Soul. Its province is honour nl'MO,So,,1: 523
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καί ατιμίαν, και περί τιμήν ού την παρά των πολλών άλλα την παρά τών σπουδαίων, και μάλλον τ, δὲ1 δη περί ταντην. οι γάρ σπουδαίοι είδότες και κρίνοντες όρθώς τιμήσουσιν· /3οιιλήσεται οΰν μάλλον ύπό τών συνει δότων αΰτφ οτ ι άξιός εστι τιμής τιμάσθαι. ούδε γάρ περί πάσαν τιμήν ἔσται, ὰλλὰ περί την βελτίστην, καί τα τίμιον αγαθόν καί αρχής τάξιν εχον.
Οι μεν οΰν ευκαταφρόνητοι όντες καί φαΰλοι, 2 ω μεγάλων δ’ αυτούς άξιοΰντες καί προς τούτοι? τιμάσθαι οίόμενοι δεΐν, χάννοι· όσοι δὲ έλαττόνων αύτούς άξιοΰσιν ή προσήκον αύτοΐς, μικρόψυχοι. ό άρα μέσος τούτων ἔστιν os μήτε έλάττονος τιμής 3 αυτόν άξιοι ή προοήκει, μήτε μείζονος ή άξιος ἔστιν, μήτε πόσης' οΰτος δ’ ἔστιν ό μεγαλόψυχος, ώστε δήλον ότι ή μεγαλοψυχία μεσάτης εστι χαυνότητος καί μικροψυχίας.
XXVI.	Μεγαλοπρέπεια δ’ εστίν μεσάτης σαλα- 1 κωνείας καί μικροπρέπειας, ἔστιν δ’ ή μεγαλοπρέπεια περί δαπάνας ας τω πρέποντι γίνεσθαι προοήκει. όσης μεν οΰν δαπανμ ο5 μη δει, σαλά-κων, οἶον ει τις έστιψ έρανιστάς ως αν γόμους τις εστιών, ό τοιοΰτος σαλάκων (ό γάρ σαλάκων τοιοΰτός ἔστιν, ό εν φ μη δει καιρφ ένδεικνυμενος τήν έαυτοΰ ευπορίαν)· ό δέ μικροπρεπής ό ενάντιος 2
1 Reading rj μάλλον γε (? Susemihl) for καί μάλλον δί (mss.).
« Cf c. ii. 1 above, liud. III. v. 10, iVic. I. xii. 8.
» The word σαλάκων comes from Eud. who also gives ίαπανηρία, “ extravagance,” as the excess. Nic. prefers βαναυσία, “ vulgarity, and απειροκαλία, “lack of taste.”
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and dishonour : nol. such honour as Iht; ii»iltitu<k· eonfer, but lhal paid by the good—or at any rate tho latter kind more than the foimer. For (lie good know and judge aright when they honour a man ; a great soul, therefore, will prefer to be honoured by those who know, ns he knows, that he is worthy of honour. For he will not concern himself with eveiy kind of honour, but with the best: with that good which confers honour, and ranks as something o ' inal or fundamental."
2	ow men who are despicable and of small worth, but account themselves of great worth, and believe moreover that the)’ are entitled to honour, are vain : while they who account themselves of levs worlli than
3	is their due are little of soul. Between the two. therefore, stands he who, though claiming his full meed of honour, expect* neither mure than lu· deserves nor all that man can give ; and this is the man who is great of soul, It is clear, therefore, that. Greatness of Soul is a state michvay between Vanity and Littleness of Soul.
1	XXVI. Munificence or Magnificence is a slate of
soul midway between Ostentation 6 and NiggnrdH- nr mw1 2 nes>s.c Its province is the expenditure <of large amounts) where due measure should be observed.
He who is lavish in the wrong place is ostentatious.
A man, for example, who entertains the members of his club with all the lavishness of a wedding feast is ostentatious; such being the name we give to one who displays his wealth on the wrong
2	occasion. His opposite is the niggard, who where
0 “ Pettiness,’’ Giants “ shiibbiiit^V’ Huckham.
(h'ud. ill. vi. , i\7c. IV. ii.)
ARISTOTLE
τούτω, ος ο δ Set μη μεγαλείως δαπανήσει, η τούτο μη ποιων, οἶον εις γάμονς η χορηγίαν δαπανών, μή άξίως άλλ’ ένδεὥ?, ό ταιοΰτος μικροπρεπές.1
Ἦ δέ μεγαλοπρέπεια και άπδ του ονόματος j φανερά εστιν ουσα τοιαντη οϊαν λόγο μεν επεϊ γαρ 10 εν τψ καιρφ τω πρέποντι τό μέγα δαπανά, όρθώς τή μεγαλοπρεπείς τοϋνομα κεΐται. ή μεγαλοπρέπεια άρα αν εΐη, επειδή εστιν επαινετή, μεσάτης τις ελλείφεως καί υπερβολής της περί δαπάνας τάς προσήκουσας, εν οΐς δει.
Είσί δε, ώς οἴονται, καί πλείους μεγαλοπρέπειαι, 4 ν* οΐόν φασι μεγαλοπρεπώς τ έβάδισε, και άλλαι δή τοιαΰται μεγαλοπρεπειαι μεταφοραΐς λέγονται, οι) κυρίως- ου γάρ εστιν εν τούτοις μεγαλοπρέπεια, ὰλλ’ εν οΐς είρήκαμεν.
XXVII.	Νέμεσις δέ εστιν μεσάτης φθονερΐας 1 καί επιχαιρεκακίας- αργότεραι γάρ αδται φεκτα'ι 20 είσίν, ο δὲ νεμεσητικος επαινετός, ἔστι 8’ ή νέμεσις περί αγαθά, α τυγχάνει υπάρχοντα άναζίω οντι, λύπη τις. νεμεσητι κος οδν ά επί τοΐς το ιον-τοις λυπητικός. καί ό αύτάς γε πάλιν οΰτος λυπή-σεται, αν τινα ΐδη κακώς πράττοντα ανάξιον δντα.
1 Reading ος ου δει μέγαλείως δαπανηυαι ή τούτο μή ποιά, olov els γάμονς ή χορηγίαν, ή μη άξίως άλλ' ενδεως. ό τοιοΰτος μικροπρεπής, {μη omitted before μεγαλείως by the Laurentian ms. and another. Perhaps otov els γάμονς ή χορηγίαν should be placed after δαπανησαι.)
° The intermediate states of Righteous Indignation «ind Modesty are not regarded at> virtues by Nic. or EuU. The former’s discussion of them (promised in II. vii.) is broken off at the end of Uk. IV. The latter (III. vii.) extends the conception of νέμεσις to include pleasure when prosperity or adversity is deserved, as well as pain when they arc· un-
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1 u%i,sh expense is called for, either shuts his purse— for example when a wedding or Hie equipment of a public chorus demands ejipenditurc—or else spends inadequately and unworthily of the occasion. Such α man then is α niggard.
3	As for Magnificence, the very word shows that the btate is what we describe it to be. Truly is that virtue termed megalopreptia which la\iahes great (mega) wealth on the fitting (prepmiti) occasion. Magnificence therefore, being a state worthy of praise, lies intermediate between deficiency and excess of fitting expenditure on the right occasions,
ί There are commonly thought to be several kinds of magnificence ; men say, for example, “ he strode along magnificently ” ; and there are other similar kinds, of magnificence to which the term is applied not properly but metaphorically. True Magnificence is not shown in such matters ; but in the province we have defined.
(Eud. Til. vii. ; cf II. iii. and Nic. II. vii.)
1	XXVII. Righteous Indignation stands midway (u between Grudge of Good and Pleasure at 111.® Both these are deserving of censure ; whereas he who is given to Righteous Indjgrtation is worthy of our praise. Now this feeling is a kind of pain excited by the good things which an unworthy man enjoys. One, therefore, to whom such goods occasion pain, is α man of Righteous Indignation ; and the same man will feel pain if he sees another suffering undeserved ills, deserved. It is thus nut merely “ liightcous Indignation,” but rather “ Love of tlu> Jii.st Meed." Λα Grant and Hack-ham observe m their notes on Ν in. II. iii. 15, Aristotle m the Rhetoric recognizes tlmt φθόνος and ΐηχαφίκακία are two manifestations of one st.ite of feeling.
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Ἦ μεν οΰν νέμεσις καί 6 νεμεω]τικός ίσως 2 2.1 τοιοΰτος, ό δέ γε φθονερος ενάντιος τούτοι. απλώς γάρ, αν τε άξιός τις ή αν τε μη του ευ πράττειν, λυπήσεται. ομοίως τούτω 6 επιχαιρεκακος ^ ηαθη-σεται κακώς πράττοντι καί τω άξίω καί τω αναξιω.
6 δέ γε νεμεσητικός ου [τοιουτο?], ὰλλὰ μέσος τις εστι τούτων.	}
30 XXVIII, 'Σεμνότης δέ έστιν αύθαδείας άνά μέσον 1 τε καί άρεσκείας, ἔστιν δέ περί τάς εντεύξεις. ο τε γάρ αυθάδης τοιοΰτός ἔστιν οἶος μηθενι εντυχεΐν μηδέ διαλεγήναι (ὰλλὰ τοϋνομα εοικεν απο του τρόπου κεΐσθαι· ό γάρ αυθάδης αύτυάδης τις εστιν, από του αύτός αΰτω άρεακειν)· ό δε άρεσκος τοιου- 2 as τος οΐος πόσιν όμιλεΐν καί πάντως και πανταχη. ουδέτερος δη τούτων επαινετός, ό δε γε σεμνός άνά μέσον τούτων ών επαινετός■ ούτε γαρ προς πάντα?, ὰλλὰ προς τούς άξιους, ούτε προς ούθενα, ὰλλὰ προς τούς αυτούς τούτους.
11Μ a XXIX, Αιδώς δ’ ἔστι μεσάτης αναισχυντίας και 1 καταπληξεως, ἔστιν δέ περί πράξεις και λόγους, ό μεν γάρ άναίσγυντός εστιν ό εν παντι και προς παντας λόγων καί πράττων α ετυχεν, ό δε κατα-6 πεπληγμενος ό εναντίας τούτω, ό πάντα καί [προς] πάντας ευλαβούμενος καί πραξαι καί είπεΐν (α-
α In End. iii. 7 the treatment of Dignity follows that of Modesty.
*> With Truthfulness, Urbanity and Friendship, Nic. closes his list of Virtues in II. νη. In'lV. \ i. lie distinguishes from Friendship a dispassionate state, for which he finds no name; Etid. calls it σεμνάττκ (Dignity). Friendship itself is fully discussed in ,Vio. VIII. and ‘IX. {End. VII.). Eud. (III. vii. 10) denies the name of Virtue to all four states “ .since they Uo not proceed from Determination,”
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2 Snob perhaps is the feeling, and such t.he man who Aris it. His opposite is the grudging man ; who will feel nil indiscriminate grudge against the for Lunate, whether lie desei ve his good fortune ον not. Similarly, the man who rejoices in ill fortune will feel pleasure when another suffers ills, whether he deserve them or not. Not so the man of Righleuus Indignation : his position is between the two,
(I'hul. II. in., III. vit.: Mr. II. νη., IV. vi.)
1	XXVIII.“ Dignity occupies a position midway (οι Dignity),
between Self-Suificiency and Easy Complaisance.b Its province is social intercourse. The self-sufficient man is one who avoids all intercourse and conversation with his fellows ; his very name seems to have been given him from this peculiarity, for tile self-sufficient ϊ is one who .suffices himself. The complaisantc man on the other hand will consort with all in every way nnd under every circumstance. Neither of these is deserving of praise; but the dignified man, holding an intermediate position, does deserve it; since he neither consorts with all men, nor yet with no mail; but with the worthy, and with them alone.
(/•.W. II. iii„ ΙΓΙ. Yii.: Me. If. vii., IV. k.)
XXIX. Modesty or Honourable Shame is a mean betwixt Shamelessness and Bashfulness. Both 01 °"7 ’ actions and words are its province. The shameless man is one who speaks and acts on every occasion and to all inen just as occurs to liim. His opposite is the bashfuld man, who shrinks altogether from speech ον
' “ Obsequious” (Hackhmn) , “ wvuk assenlor’1 (Giant).
4 “ Grovelling ” (Uaukham).
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πρακτος γάρ ό τοιοΰτος, ό πάντα καταπληττομενος) ■ ή δέ αιδώς και 6 αίδήμων μεσάτης τις τούτων. 2 ούτε γάρ άπαντα και πάντως, ώς ό αναίσχυντος, και ερεΐ και π ρίξει, ουτε ως ο καταπληξ, εν παντί ίο και πάντως εΰλαβηθήσεται, αλλά πράξει και ερεΐ iv οΐς δεΐ καί α δει καί ore δεΐ.
XXX. Ευτραπελία δ’ έστι μεσάτης βωμολοχίας 1 καί αγροικίας, ἔστιν δέ περί [τὰ] σκώμματα, ο τε γάρ βωμολόχ ος εστίν 6 πάντα καί πάν οιομενος δεΐν σκώπτειν, ο τε αγροίκος ο μήτε σκωπτειν 15 βουλόμενος δεΐν μήτε σκωφθηναι, άλλ' οργιζάμενος·
6 δ’ ευτράπελος άνά μέσον τούτων, ό μήτε πάντας 2 καί πάντως σκώπτων μητ’ αίγ’ό?]1 αγροίκος ων. ἔσται δέ ό ευτράπελος διττώς πως λεγόμενος· και γάρ ό δυνάμενος σκώφαι εμμελώς, καί ος αν ύπομείνη σκωπτόμενος, ευτράπελος· καί ή ευτραπελία τοιαύτη.
20 XXXI. Φιλία δ’ ἔστιν μεσάτης κολακείας καί 1 εχθρας, ἔστιν δέ περί πράξεις καί λόγους· ό μεν γάρ κόλαξ εστίν ό πλείω των προσηκόντων καί δντων προστιθείς, ό δε άπεχθητικός εχθρός καί των ύπαρχόντων περιαιρών. ουδέτερος οΰν όρθώς επαινετός εστίν, ό δέ φίλος άνά μέσον τούτων· \ 25 ούτε γάρ πλείω των υπαρχόντων προσθέσει, οΰτ 1 [τοϊ] bracketed by Spengel. * *
α Raekham gives “ Wittinest. . . . Buffoonery . . . Boor-lshness,” See Grant’s notes on Ν ίο. IV. ν hi. with the references to passages on Wit and Humour in the Rhetoric and Poetics.
* Or “ Flattery.”
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action towards his fellows ; such a man, being complete in bashfulness, is necessarily ilclmm-d from
2	action. Honourable Shame, nnd. the nuin who is inspired by it, stand midway between the 1\vo. Such a man will not, like the shameless man, say and do anything and everything without regnrd to ch’tnnn-stances ; nor, like the bashful man, will he on every occasion and under every circumstance refrain ; bul will, at the right occasion and time, do and speak λλ hut is right.
(Eud. II. iii., III. vii.: Xic. Π. vii., IV. vin.j
1	XXX. Urbanity is a state intermediate between (of Buffoonery and Dullness n : its ptovince is «it and u,lraB1 humour. The buffoon is a man who must needs make
jest of everything without discrimination : the dull.ml is lie who dislikes to make a jest, or to be tlic object of
2	one ; if he is, he grows angry. The urbane occupies a position midway between. He neither jests on every man ον under every circumstance, nor aguin is he dull of wit. And we shall predicate urbanity of a man in two senses ; for not only is he urbane who can jest gracefully, but urbane, also, is he who takes another’s jest in good part. Such is the nature of Urbanity.
(Eud. III. vii. .· Nic. II. vii., ιτ., vi.; and s.ee note on xscviii. I above.)
Χ XXXI. Friendship is a state intermediate between (of Prim Sycophancy 6 and Hatred ; both actions and words are its province The sycophant is one who eulogizes another beyond truth and desert ; the hater is his neighbour’s enemy, and. strips him of the credit tlmt is justly his. Neither of these can rightly be com-
2 mended ; but midway between them stands the true friend, who -will neither attribute to a man more than
AllISTOTLE
επαινέσει τὰ μή προσήκοντα, out’ αΰ πάλιν έλόττω ποιήσει, οΰτε πάντως εναντιωσεται παρά το δοκοΰν
XXXII.	Ὁ μεν οΰν φίλος τοιοΰτος' αλήθεια δέ 1 ἔστιν μεταζύ εΙρωνείας καί αλαζονείας, ἔστι δή π ερι λόγους, ου πάντας δέ. ό μεν γὰρ άλαζων
30 ἔστιν ό πλείω των υπαρχόντων αύτω προσποιούμενος εΐναι, ή ειδεναι α μή οΐδεν, ό δ’ είρων ενάντιος τούτω καί ελάττω των υπαρχόντων προσποιούμενος αύτιρ εΐναι, καί α οΐδεν μή φάσκων, άλλ' επι-κρυπτόμενος το ειδεναι. ό δε αληθής ουδέτερον τού- 2 των ποιήσει, οΰτε γάρ προσποιήσεται πλείω των ■μ υπαρχόντων οΰτ ελάττω, ὰλλὰ τὰ υπάρχοντα αύτω ταΰτα φήσει καί εΐναι καί ειδεναι.
Ει μεν οΰν είσιν αυται άρεταϊ ή μή άρεταί, άλλος αν εϊη λόγος· οτ ι δε μεσότητες είσι των ειρημένων, δήλον. οι γάρ κατ αντος ζώντες επαινούνται.
XXXIII.	Πο/5ΐ δέ δικαιοσύνης λοιπόν αν εϊη 1 είπεΐν, τί ἔστι καί εν τίσιν καί περί ποια.
lira b Πρώτον μεν οΰν ει λάβοιμεν τί ἔστι τὰ δίκαιον, ἔστιν δή διττόν το δίκαιον, ών τό μεν ἔστι κατά νόμον, δίκαια γάρ φασιν εΐναι α ό νόμος προσ- 2 τάττει. ό δε νόμος κελεύει τάνδρεΐα πράττειν καί .
° “ Self-depreciation,” Kackham. Sec his note on λτιι·,. II. vii. 12, and Grant's note on IV. ι ii. 3. Observe also that in II. νη. Nic. provisionally trims Hie virtue Αλήθεια, whereas in ΙΛΓ. vii. he prefers to leave it nameless.
6 Comparing Hud. III. vii. 1-10, v,e may take tlie.se to be the six .state* treated in cc. xxvii.-xxxii, See notes on οι', xxvii. 1 and xxviii. 1.
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his clue, nor commend what does not deserve praise ; nor on Hie other haml will he detract, nor ever set himself in opposition unless lie feels it ib right Such is the genuine Friend.
{Κιι<ι π. ίϋ., rn. vii.. iv/e. rr. vii., iv vh.i
1	XXXII. Truthfulness lies between Dissimulation a of (Truth, and Boastfulness; words are its, province, hut words ,ulnolih)i of certain kinds only. The boaster is one who claims
Lo possess more than is really his, or to know what be really knows not. His opposite is the dissembler, who pretends to le^s than is really Lis. or denies his
2	real knowledge, concealing what he knows. The truthful man will avoid both these extremes, claiming neither move nor loss than he really possesses, but declaring the truth concerning his qualities and his knowledge.
Now whether these states 6 arc virtues or not, is matter for another discourse. Thai they are states intermediate between the said extremes i<! however clear ; since those who live in them receive honour.
(Thi· next Chapter is based according to Su&emihl on Λ7<·.
V. = litt if, IV., the Sections corresponding as follows :
1-3, to Nle. V. i. 1-18; 4~14, to lii.-v. 16; 15-21, lo vi.
4-vii. 5; 22-26. to vii. 7-Viii., with insertions from Nlc. HI. ii anil v.; -'7-30, to i\. 1-7 ; 31-35, to xi.: and the concluding porlion to 1Ί. 8-13.)
1	XXXIII. We have still to speak of Justice c: its <")<rf
essence, occasions, anti province.	.Justice
In the first place, if we grasp the essential Principle The of Justice/ we find that it is of two kinds. One of
2	these is Legal Jus-lice ; for men say that what the law twofold enjoins is ,jus>t. Now the law commands brave and0 ni!il ’
c Sucaiomii’i). Justice the Virtue or State of soul.
* τί Μκαιον : J ubtice the Hule or Principle.
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li»3 b ,	,,	, « s, ,	.	,	,	,	,
λ τα σωφρονα και απλώς απαντα οσα κατα τας αρετας λέγεται. διὰ if αἱ, φασίν, δοκεΐ ή δικαιοσύνη τελεία τις apeτη εΐναι· el γάρ δίκαια μεν ἔστιν α δ νόμος κελεύει ποιεΐν, δ δέ νόμος τα κατα πάσας apeτάς ο vt α προσταττει, ό άρα τοΐς κατά νόμον έμμένων δικαίοις τελεία»? σπουδαίος ἔσται, ὥστε δ δίκαιος iu και ή δικαιοσύνη τελεία τις αρετή έστἱν.
Ἔν μεν δη τι δίκαιον ἔν τε τούτοις εστι καί περί 3 ταΰτα ■ άλλα μην ον τούτο το δίκαιον ούδε την περί ταΰτα δικαιοσύνι/ν ζητοΰμεν. κατά μεν γάρ ταΰτα τα δίκαια ἔστιν καθ' εαυτδν δντα δίκαιον είναι (δ γάρ σώφρων και δ ανδρείος και δ εγκρατής και μ αντος καθ’ εαυτόν εστι τοιοΰτος)· άλλα τό δίκαιον τό προς ετερον άλλο του είρημενου κατά νόμον δικαίου εστιν. ού γάρ έστιν εν τοΐς προς έτερον δικαίοις οΰσιν καθ’ αυτόν είναι δίκαιον, τοϋτο δ' εστιν ο ζητοΰμεν δίκαιον και την δικαιοσύνην την περί ταΰτα.
Τό τοίνυν δίκαιόν εστιν τό προς έτερον ως απλώς 4 so ειπεϊν τό ἴσον. τό γάρ άδικον τό άνισον εστιν όταν γάρ των μεν αγαθών τὰ μείζω αΰτοΐς νεμωσι, των δε κακών τὰ ελασσόνα, άνισον τοΰτ εστι, και ούτως άδικεΐν καί άδικεΐσθαι οἴονται, δηλον άρα 6 οτ ι επειδή ή αδικία εν άνίσοις, η δικαιοσύνη και ao τὰ δίκαιον εν ίσότητι συμβολαίων, ώστε δηλον ότι ή δικαιοσύνη μεσάτης τις αν εἴη υπεροχής και ελλείφεως καί πολλοΰ καί ολίγου, ο τε γάρ άδικος β τω άδικεΐν πλεΐον έχει, καί δ αδικούμενος δέ τω
« See Raekham on JVic. V. i. 1.
b Cf Pluto’s definition of Justice tu. “ doing one’s own business ” (Republic, IV. x.).
' The author here diverges from Nic. V. i. J5, where wc read that Legal Justice is perfect Virtue, άλλ' ούχ άπλώτ,
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temperate action ; and in α word, all action which we recognize as inspired by the virtues. On I his account we arc told I ha I, J us tier or ltightenusncss " may be regarded as a kind of perfect Virtue. I'or if ivliat llie law bids- us ilo is jusf, ;itul the law enjoins actions inspired by all the viituet,, he who observes tlie precepts of J ustice given by law is a gone! mat); and so of the just man and hi.s J ustiee w c may predicate α perfect virtue.4
3	Tliis then is one kind of Justice ; and such are its occasions and province. Ycl it is not this principle, nor the kind of virtue winch rules in this province that is the object of our inquiry. A man who observes these rules of Justice may be just even in solitude, since the temperate and self-controlled are such in and by themselves c; hut Justice in our dealings with ouv neighbour is something different from this legal J uslice of which we have been speaking. The .1 ustice that iK seen in our dealings with another cannot be merely self-contained. And it is this (principle of social) Justice, and the corresponding virtue whose province is social life, for which we are now inquiring.
4	Broadly speaking, social Justice may be defined as equality. Injustice is inequality ; for example, when ( men apportion to themselves the larger share of good tilings and the lews share of evil things, this is unequal,
5	and we say that Injustice is done and suffered. Since, therefore, Injustice is found in unequal conditions, the Rule and Virtue of Justice are both manifested when ouv dealings are on equal terms. Clearly, therefore, bhe virtue of Justice is a mean betwixt excess and
β defect, much and little. By doing Injustice the unjust man receives more : through suffering Injustice the
αλλά irptis trepov, “though with a qualification, namely that it is displayed towmds otlicrs” (Rackham.)
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άδικεΐσθαι ἔλαττον τὰ δέ γε μέσον τούτων δίκαιον έστἱ. τὰ δέ μέσον ἴσον ὥστε τὰ ἴσον ὰν πλείονος 30 κη ι έλάττονος cvq δίκαιον, καί δίκαιος δέ ό τό ἴσον βουλόμενος ἔχειν, τό δέ ye ἴσον έν έλαχίστοις 7 δοσιν εγγίνεται- το άρα πρδο έτερον ίσον εἶναι δίκαιον έστί, και δίκαιος ό τοιοΰτοε αν είη.
Έττεΐ ούν ή δικαιοσύνη έν δικαίω και1 * έ’ν ἴοω καί 8 έν μεσότητι, (και)3 τό μεν δίκαιόν [eV]a τισι 3.1 λέγεται δίκαιον, τό δὲ ’ίοον ἔν tiolv 'ίοον, τό δε μέσον τισι3 μέσον ώστε ή δικαιοσύνη καί τό δίκαιον ἔσται και προ? τινα? καί έν τισίν.
Έ·7Γ€ι ούν ἔστι τὰ δίκαιον ίσον, και τό τω άνά- 0 λογον ίσον δίκαιον* αν είη. τό δ* ὰνόλογον έν τέτταρσι γίνεται έλαχίστοις· ως γάρ τό Α προς τό Β, τὰ Γ ττ ρος τό Δ. οἶον αντίλογόν ἔστιν τόν 1194 a τὰ πολλά κεκτημένον πολλά είσφέρειν, τον δε τὰ ολίγα κεκτημένον ολίγα- πάλιν ομοίως τόν μεν πολλά πεπονηκάτα πολλά λαμβάνειν, τον δέ όλίγα πεπονηκότα όλίγα λαμβάνειν. ως δὲ έχει ό πε-πονηκώς προς τον μη πεπονηκότα, οντω τα πολλά δ προς τα όλἴγα. ως δὲ ό πεπονηκώς προς τὰ πολλά, όντως ό μη πεπονηκως προς τὰ όλίγα.
"Εοικεν δε καί Πλάτων τη αναλογία ταύτη τον 10
ίο ό μεν ούν γεωργός τω οίκοΒόμψ σίτον δίδωσιν, ό δ’ οικοδόμος τω γεωργψ οικίαν· ομοίως δέ οἱ
1 Reading καΧ τα δίκαιον (.Speilgel) for ev δικαίφ και (αΓ58,).
“ Omitting <καΐ> (inserted by Kieekhcr and Susemilu)
and [ev] (bracketed by the same editors).
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wronged mail receives less. The mean shite betwixt this mure ;\ml less is Justice; and such a moan is equality. I·',quality Hicivfori'. which n\ouls alike the more and llie li-ss, will be Justice, aiul the just man, lie who desires to slum' cqiiitllv with his neighbour ;
7	Mich equality implying at lc.'isl· two tonus. So Hiat equality villi another is ,) us I ice, and the man who is satisfied with it is just.
8	Since, then, the virtue and principle of Justice are J found in equality and in mediety, we speak of Jus lice towards someone, of an cqiinlih' of fcun or more” terms, and of n mean betwixt certain extremes ; and accordingly virtue anil principle alike demand certain persons and a certain .sphere for their manifestation
y Seeing, then, 1 hut tile principle of Ju.vlict; js an equality, it is the proportionate kind of equality that ■will he Justice. Now proportion mjuires at least four terms, being an equality between the l wo ratios A to Β and G to ϊ). It is proportionate, for example, that one who has large possessions should pay a large amount m taxes, whilst he who possesses hLtle pays little ; and likewise that one who has toiled much should receive much, whilst he who has toiled little also receives little. The ratio of the labours should equal the ratio of tile receipts, and the ratios of labour to receipt equal one another.
10 Plato apparently makes use of this proportionate Justice in his model State. The farmer, he says, produces food, the builder a house, the weaver α dress, the shoemaker shoes. Accordingly the farmer gives the builder food, and the builder gives the farmer α 3 Heading τινών (Spriigel) for rial "(mss.). (Cf Nic,
V.	in. 4. foil.)
* Or, omitting δίκαιον, “ il will lit the proportionate land of equality.”
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8 άλλοι πάντες όντως έχονσιν ώστε τὰ παρ’ αύτοΐς άντικαταλλάττεσθαι των παρά τοΐς άλλοι?.
Ἔστιν δ’ ή αναλογία αϋτη■ ως γάρ 6 γεωργός τω 11 οικοδομώ, όντως ό οικοδόμος τω γεωργφ-1 ομοίως ι.·, τω σκυτεΐ, τ φ ΰφάντη, τοΐς άλλοις πασιν ή αντη αναλογία προς άλληλους^ γίνεται- καί συνέχει δη αϋτη ζή y αναλογία την πολιτείαν. ώστε το δίκαιον εοικεν εΐναι το άνάλογον. τό γάρ δίκαιον συνέχει τάς πολιτείας, τό αυτό δ’1 έστΙ τό δίκαιον τ φ άνάλογον.	_	(
‘‘Επεί δε ό οικοδόμος πλείονος άξιον ποιεί το 12 so αύτοΰ έργον η ό σκυτεΰς, καί ήν έργον άντικατ-αλλάτεσθαι [καί] τφ σκυτεΐ προς τον οικοδόμον, άνθ' ύποδημάτων δ' ούκ ήν οικίαν λαβεΐν, ενταύθα ηδη ένόμισαν, ου ταΰτα πάντα ώνητά ἔστιν, άργνριον προσαγορεύααντες νόμισμα, τουτω χρησθαι, και την αξίαν έκαστον έκαστον δίδοντας την άλλαξιν 25 ποιεΐσθαι παρ5 ὰλλήλων, καί τουτω την πολιτικήν κοινωνίαν συνέχειν.
’Επεί ουν τό δίκαιόν ἔστιν έν τουτοις καί τοΐς 13 είρημένοις έμπροσθεν, η περί ταΰτα δικαιοσύνη αν είη τη έξει* άρμην έχουσα μετά προαιρέσεως περί ταΰτα καί εν τουτοις.
Ἔστιν δέ δίκαιον καί τό άντιπεπονθός, ου μέντοι 3ο γε ως οι ΐίνθαγόρειοι έλεγον. εκείνοι μεν γάρ ωοντο δίκαιον εΐναι, α τις εποίησεν, ταΰτ’ αντι-παθεΐν- τό δέ τοιοϋτον ούκ ἔστιν π ρος απ αντος.
1 Reading ώς γαρ 6 γιωργός προς το του οικοδόμου ούτως ό οικοδόμοι προ ς τό τοθ γαυργοΒ (? Wilson). _ Or perhaps ώς γαρ ό γεωργός τφ οικοδομώ οΰτως τό του οικοδόμου τω του γιωργοΰ, “ ns is the funner to the builder, so ii me builder β produce to the farmer’s." This comes to the same thing (for if Λ : Β :: b s a, then likewise Λ : li:: Β ■ α); and it is 538
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house ; in like manner all the other producers are inter-related by mutual exchange of their produce."
11	Now this is the nature of the proportion : as the farmer is. to the builder’s produce, so is the builder lo the fanner’s produce. And so too with the shoemaker, weaver, and the rest. The same proportion must be observed between them, and this proportion is the bond of the commonwealth. Justice therefore is proportion; for J ustice is the bond of commonwealths. Justice then is the same as proportion.
12	But since the produce of the builder is of more value than thal of the shoemaker, and difficulty arose in effecting an exchange between them—it being impossible to buy a house with pairs of shoes—the practice became current of using, as common means cur of buying, the silver which -was therefore termed
“ currency ” ; and for every purchaser to effect the exchange by giving thp value of his purchase (in silver) which thus became the bond of social unity.
13	Since then Justice as a principle is concerned with these matters and with those \ve have previously mentioned, the Virtue whose province they are will be a state of the soul which produces a purposive impulse concerning them and within their limits.6
Reprisal is also a kind of Justice, though not in the κ» sense the Pythagoreans meant. They thought it just for a man to suffer in return whatever he had done ; but such reprisal is not just between all men.
“ Republic, II. xi,	6 Of. c. xx. 10 above,
rather nearer the mss. “Farmer” and “Builder” seem to stand for the labour each respectively spends on his product. See Stewart on Nic. V. v. 10.
a Putting a full stop at πολιτεία? and reading (with two mbs.) δι) for S’.
8 Reading ns «£« (Spengel) for rjj l£ei mss.
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οό γὰρ έστι δίκαιον οίκέτη ττρδο ελεύθερον ταύτόν· H ό οίκέτης γάρ εάν πατάζη τον ελεύθερον, ούκ ἔστιν δίκαιος άντιπληγήναι, άλλα πολλάκις. και τό άντι-πεπονθός δέ δίκαιόν εστιν εν τφ άνάλογον, ώς »·'* γὰρ ό ελεύθερος έχει προς τον δοϋλον τω βελτίων εΐναι, όντως τό άντιποιήσαι προς το ποίησαι, ομοίως δέ και ελενθερφ προς ελεύθερον έξει ου γάρ δίκαιον, ει τις τον οφθαλμόν εξέκοφεν τινός, άντεκκοπήναι μόνον, αλλά πλείονα παθεΐν, άκυλου-θήσαντα rfj άναλογίφ· και γάρ ήρζζ πρότερος και 1194 6 ήδίκησεν, αδικεί δε κατ’ άμφότερα, ώστε άνάλογον και τά αδικήματα, και τό άντιπαθεΐν πλείω ών έποίησεν δίκαιον εστιν.
Έπεί δε τό δίκαιον πολλαχώς λέγεται, διοριστέον Ιδ αν εϊη υπέρ ποιου δικαίου εστιν η σκέφις.
"Εστιν δή δίκαιόν τι, ως φασίν, οίκετη προς δεσπότην καί υίω προς πατέρα, το δ” εν τουτοις δίκαιον όμωνόμως αν δόξειεν λέγεσθαι τω πολιτικφ δικαίω (εστιν γάρ (τό) δίκαιον, ύπέρ ο$ εστιν ή σκέφις, τό πολιτικόν δίκαιον)· τοΰτο γάρ μάλιστα 10 εστιν έν ίσότητι (κοινωνοί γάρ οι πολΐταί τινες, και ίο ομοιοι βούλονται εΐναι τη φύσει, τω δέ τρόπω έτεροι), τω δέ υίφ προς πατέρα και οίκέτη προς δεσπότην ούκ αν δόζειεν εΐναι δίκαιον ούθέν. ούτε γάρ τψ ποδί τω έμω προς εμέ ούτε rfj χειρί, ομοίως δέ ούδ’ εκόπτω των μορίων ωσαύτως αν οδν δόξειεν έχε tv και ό υιός προς πατέρα· ώσπερ ίο γάρ μέρος τί εστι του πατρός ό υιός, πλήν όταν 54Ό
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14	Justice for instance between slave ;md free is mil the same (.is I hal betwi-on frecim'ii). For if η slave strikes a ftecni.ni, lie Mill justly rewive, not Mow for blow, but many blows. Bui this kind of .Tuslice, too, is contained in proportion. For as ihc free man is re luted to the slave in rank, so is the reprisal he may take to the injury lie suftcrcd. And a like pro-portionaleness will govern reprisals between the free.
If one man has knocked out another's eye, Justice demands not meiely Lliat his eye be knocked out in return, but that, lie suffer a worse penalty in uccoid-ance with the law of proportion. He w;is I .he aggressor, and he inflicted an injuiy ; he is therefore guilty of a twofold injustice. So flint acts of injustice also fall under the 1,-uv of proportion: anil it is just that urn: suffer in rei urn morn than one has inflicted.
(Λ·»·, v. = /■;«</ iv. \ i)
15	Since the \vovd Justice is used in a number of different senses, we must define the kind of Justice we arc to investigate.
In the fust place, men speak of a Justice between > slave and master, and between son and father. But JuH Justice in these relationships would seem identical only m name with social Justice : that social Justice
16	into which we are inquiring. The latter consists chiefly in equality ; for fellow-citizens are partners in common, and accept a fundamental parity though tlieir characters differ. But of the relation between son and father, slave and master, Justice is hardly predicable. Justice does not operate between my foot or hand or other of my members and myself; and so it seems to be with son and father. The son may be regarded as a part of his father, until he is separated
5U
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ήδη λάβη την τοΰ άνδρός τάξιν καί χωρισθή απ αυτού, τότ ήδη έν ίσότητι καί όμοιότητί εστιν τφ πατρί· οἱ δέ πολΐται τοιοΰτοί τινες έθέλονσιν εἶναι, Ω? δ’ αΰτως ούδ’ οίκέτη ττ ρος δεσπότην έστί 17 δίκαιον διὰ την αυτήν αιτίαν τοΰ γάρ δεσπότου τί ἔστιν ό ο ικέτης, άλλα 8η καί ει ἔστιν αντω 20 δικα ιον, τό οικονομικόν δίκαιον προς αυτόν εστίν. ού τούτο δέ γε ήμεΐς ζητοΰμεν, ὰλλὰ τό πολιτικόν εν ίσότητι γάρ καί όμοιότητί τό πολιτικόν δίκαιον εοικεν είναι.
Άλλα, δη τό μεν εν γυναικός και άνδρός κοινωνίψ 18 δίκαιόν εστιν εγγύς τοΰ πολιτικοΰ δίκαιου· χείρον 3'> μεν γάρ εστιν ή γυνή τοΰ άνδρός, ὰλλ’ οίκέιότερον, και μετέχει ισότητάς πως μάλλον, διότι εγγύς τής πολιτικής κοινωνίας ό βίας αύτών, ώστε και τό δίκαιον τό γυναικι προς άνδρα μάλιστα πως ήδη των άλλων πολιτικόν εστίν.
Έπεί οδν εστι δίκαιον τό εν πολιτική κοινωνία ig ον, ή δικαιοσύνη καί ό δίκαιος περί τό πολιτικόν δίκαιον ἔσται.
80 Των δέ δικαίων έστί τα, μεν φύσει τὰ δέ νέμω, δει δ' ούτως ύπολαμβάνειν μή ώς μηδέποτε αν μεταπεσόντα· καί γάρ τὰ φύσει όντα μεταλαμ-βάνουσι μεταβολής, λέγω δ’ οἶον ει τή αριστερά 20 μελετωμεν πάντες αει βάλλειν, γινοίμεθα αν άμφι-ss δέξιοι· ὰλλὰ φύσει γε αριστερά εστίν, καί τα δεξιά ούδέν ήτταν φύσει βελτίω1 έστί τής αριστερός, καν πάντα ποιωμεν τή αριστερά καθάπερ τή δεξιά.
1 Reading η Sl(tΛ .	. βελτίαιν. * *
α Cf Oeeonomira Ι. iv., and III. paexim.
* Or “ since then one kind of Justice is that which operates 542
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from him by attaining manhood. Not till then is he Ills f.ithcr’s equal and peer, as fellow-citizens would fain be one of another.
17	Similarly, and for the same icnson, Justice docs not operate between slave and master ; for the slave is a chattel of his lord, livi-n if we grant that he has some right in Justice, it is Justice of the domestic οι ho lifehold land. Not this, however, but social Justice is the object of our research; for this latter appears to consist in equality and parity.
18	On the other hand, the Justice which operates in the partnership of husband midwife approachi-s near to the social kind. The wife is inferior to lit*r husband, yet closer to him than others (of his household), .ind in a sense is more nturly his equal I ban they. Married life, therefore, is closvlv akin to tliu partnership bt·-twmi citizens ; so that in n sense the Justice that operates between the pair is of a kmd moi’P social than tluU between the othevs.®
19	Since, then, Justice (in its strict sense) is Justice as justice shown in the social partnership of the commonwealth,
the virtue of Justice and the just man will find Iheir province in this kind.6
(xVic. V. = Had. iV.vii.)
Now some kinds of Justice are natural, others Nntumi conventional. And we must not think of them as “ntfoimi wholly exempt from alteration. Even nature’s rules Justice.
20	are sometimes liable to change. For instance if we all constantly practised throwing with our left hands, we should become ambidextrous ; yet the left hand is such by nature, and the right hand is none the less superior to tile left, however much we equalize the in the social partnership of fellow-citizens, there will be scope for Justness and the just man in this kind.”
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οΰδ’ on μεταπ ίπτουσι, διά τούτο ούκ ἔστιν φύσει- ὰλλ’ ει ως επί το πολύ καί τοι1 πλείω χρόνον οϋτω διαμένει ή αριστερά, ουσα αριστερά καί ή δεξιά δεξιά, τούτο φύσει εστ'ιν.
1195 α Ίϊσαύτως επί των φύσει δικαίων, μη, ει μετά- 21 βάλλει διὰ την ήμετεραν χρησιν, διά τοΰτ’ ούκ ἔστιν δίκαιον φύσει; αλλ’ ἔστιν, τὰ γάρ ως επί το πολύ διαμενον, τούτο φύσει δίκαιον προφανές, δ γάρ αν ημείς θώμεθα καί νομίσωμεν, τούτο καί α ἔστι δίκαιον ηδη καί καλούμε ν κατά νόμον δίκαιον, βελτιον ονν δίκαιον το κατά φύσιν τον κατά νόμον. άλΧ δ ζητοΰμεν, δίκαιόν εστι πολιτικόν, το δέ πολιτικόν ἔστιν τὰ νόμω, ού το φύσει.
Το δ’ άδικον καί το αδίκημα δόξειεν αν είναι 22 οντω ταυτόν, ούκ εστι δε- το μεν γάρ άδικόν ἔστιν ι «Τό νόμψ ώρισμενον, οἶον τὰ τήν παρακαταθήκην αποστέρησα ι άδικον εστι, το δ’ αδίκημά ἔστιν το ηδη αδίκως τι πράξαι. ομοίως δε τὰ δίκαιον καί τό δικαιοπράγημα ου ταύτόν τό μεν γάρ δίκαιον τό τψ νόμω ώρισμενον, το δέ δικαιοπράγημα τό τὰ δίκαια πράττειν,
ij Πότε ου ν το δίκαιον, καί πότε ον; ώς απλώς 23 μεν είπεΐν, όταν πράττη κατά προαίρεσιν καί έκου-σίως (τό δέ εκονσίως ο ήν, εΐρηται εν τοΐς επάνω ήμΐν), καί όταν είδώς και ον καί φ καί ού ενεκα, ούτως δίκαιον πράττει, ομοίως καί ωσαύτως καί 6 άδικος ἔσται 6 «ΐδιδο καί ον καί ω καί οΰ ενεκα.
“ Aid. V. νη. 1 on the contrurv udmith tlwt both types belong to “ Social Justice."
6 Understanding πράττει τι tinutinn would, I think,'
1. 1 A, mid in 1. 1(1
the· tike. The author’s dis-no CK'di'ei' hod lie written δικαίοκ here, insreart of τί, δίκαιον, τίι δίκαια. am\ δίκαιον. i.-xvi,, Κ,id, IT. vn.-i\·., Me. III. l.-v.
MAGNA MORALIA, 1. xxxui. 20-23
use of tlie two. Change of use does not abolish the natural distinction. If in general and at must tunes left retains the familiar charnel cr of left, ;iml right of right, the distinction is a natural one.
21	And so with the rules of natural .1 nstice. I f through our practice they are changed, is there on that account no such thing as natural Justice ? Surely tlirre is such a thing. For that which in general prevails is obviously natural Justice ; whilst the laiv we ourselves lay down and observe takes thereby the character of Justice, and is termed by us conventional Justice. Natural Justice, then, is superior to the other kind ; but ivhat we are seeking is social Justice ; and this js the conventional and not the natural type."
22	So far, Injustice awl the wrongful deed might seem 1o be identical ; and yet they differ. Injustice is what Ihe law defines as such ; fos example, il is unjust to rob a man of goods he has committed to one’s keeping ; while a wrong does not occur until one has committed an unjust act. Similarly, Justice and the just deed are not identical ; the former is what the law has defined as such, while the just dei*d consists in doing such things as are just.
(Eic. V.=Eud. IV. vni.)
23	Now when is (a deed) 6 just, and when is it not ? In ,
general, we may state that (a man acts justly) when ' he acts Tvith purposive Choice and voluntarily ; what we mean by voluntarily we have previously defined.* Moreover, it is when he acts knowing the person he acts upon, and the instrument and aim of his action, that a man really does a just act. And the unjust man is he who likewise acts with knowledge of person, of instrument, and of aim. But when a man has done VOL. II	2 Ν	545
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20 όταν δε μηθέν τοντων ειδο>ς πράξη τι άδικον, άδικος μεν ούκ ἔστιν, άτυχης δέ. ει γάρ οίόμενος τον πολέμιον άποκτείνειν τον πατέρα άπέκτεινεν, άδικον μέν τι έπραξεν, άδικΐΐ μέντοι ούθένα, άτυχεΐ δέ.
Επει ου ν τό μη άδικεΐν τα. άδικα πράττοντα iv 24 τω αγνοεί ν έστι τοΰτο, δ και μικρόν επάνω έλέγετο,
2S όταν μη είδώς μηθ' ον βλάπτει μή θ’ ὥ μηθ' ον ενεκεν άλλ' ήδη και την άγνοιαν διοριστέον εστίν, πώς αν γινόμενης της άγνοιας, ον βλάπτει, ούκ αδικήσει, έστω δη οΰτος ό διορισμός, όταν μέν 26 γὰρ ή άγνοια αιτία ή του πράξαί τι, ούχ εκών τοΰτο πράττει, ώστε ούκ αδικεί· δταν δε της άγνοιας αντος ή α'ΐτιος, και πράττη τι κατά την 30 άγνοιαν ή? αντος αίτιος ἔστιν, οντος ηδη αδικεί, και δικαίως άδικος ό τοιοντος κληθηαεται. οἶον επί των μεθυόντων. οι γάρ μεθνοντες και πρά-ξαντες τι κακόν άδικοΰσιν της γάρ άγνοιας αυτοί είσιν αίτιοι· έξην γάρ αύτοΐς μη πίνειν τοσοΰτον, ώστ άγνοησαντας τνπτειν τον πατέρα, ομοίως 26 85 [«αι] έπι των άλλων άγνοιών δσαι μεν γίνονται δι αύτους, οι κατά ταντας άδικοΰντες άδικοι· ὥν δέ μη αυτοί είσιν αίτιοι, άλλ' ή άγνοια κάκείνοις ἔστιν αιτία τοΐς πράξασι του πρ&ξαι, ούκ άδικοι, ἔστιν δ’ ή τοιαύτη άγνοια ή φυσική, οΐον τα παιδία 1195 b άγνοοΰντα τούς πατέρας τΰπτουσιν, ὰλλ’ ή εν τουτοις άγνοια φυσική οΰσα ού ποιεί διά την
α Cf Nie. V. viii. 3 αδίκημα Si καί δικαιο-πράγημα ώρισται τψ έκονσίψ και άκουσίω · όταν γάρ ακούσιον jj, ψέγεται, άμα 8έ καί αδίκημα τότ έατίν &ατ curat τι άδικον μέν, αδίκημα δι οδπιο, εάν μη το Ικούηον irpoojj.
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something unjust in ignorance of all these things, ti*us he is not unjust, but unfortunate. Supposing, for In^ct example, he has slain his father, thinking that- he was slaying a foeraan ; he has done a thing that is unjust, comm and yet he is only unfortunate, and is guilty of unjust action against no man."
24	Since, then, the condition of doing what is unjust without committing a wrong is ignnrnnce such as we have described a few lines above ; namely, that the deed be done without knowing either the person injured, the instrument used, or the end mined at; we must further define this ignorance, anil show how it must arise, if it is to relieve the agent from the charge of wronging the man whom lie harms.
25	Let this then be our definition. When ignorance
is thu cause of an action, the agent acts in- ή οι” voluntarily and so is innocent; except when he is the cause of his own ignorance. In that case, when he acts in self-caused ignorance, <and harms another,) he inflicts a -wrong, and will rightly be termed unjust.
In the case of the intoxicated, for example, those who do harm under the influence of drink inflict a wrong; since they are the cause of Iheir own ignorance.
They were free to refrain from the excess which robbed them of their wits, and allowed them (for
26	example) to strike a father. And so it is with all other kinds of self-caused ignorance. Those who inflict injury therein, are unjust; while those who act in ignorance of which they are not the cause— whose ignorance, on the contrary, is of itself the cause of their acting as they do—are not unjust. This kind of ignorance is the “ natural ” kind. For instance, young children ignorantly strike their fathers ; but their ignorance, being a natural one, does not cause
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πράξιν ταντην τὰ ιτανία λεγεσΰαι άδικα· ή γάρ άγνοια αίτια του ττράττειν ταΰτα, της δ’ άγνοιας ούκ αυτά αίτια, διό ούδ’ «δικα λέγονται.
: 'Υπερ §έ δή του άδικεΐσθαι πώς; πότερον 27 εκόντα ἔστιν άδικεΐσθαι; η ου; δίκαια μιν γάρ και άδικα πράττομεν εκοντές, άδικοΰμεθα δε ΰύκίτι έκόντες· τό γάρ κολάζεσθαι φεύγομεν, ώστε δηλον οτι ούκ αν άδικοίμεθα εκόντες. ούδε'ις γάρ εκών βλάπτεσθα ι ύπομενει- τό γάρ άδικεΐσθαι βλάπτε -σθαι εστίν.
10 Ναι, ὰλλ’ εισί τινες οι δέον αυτούς τό ἴσον εχειν 28 παραχωροΰσι τισίν, ώστε ει τό ίσον εχειν ήν δίκαιον, τό δ* ελαττον εχειν άδικεΐσθαι εστίν, ελατ-τον δέ εκών εχει, εκών άρα, φησίν, άδικεΐται.
Άλλ’ εντεύθεν δηλον πάλιν οτι ονχ εκών. πάντες γάρ οι ελαττον λαμβάνοντες άντικαταλλάττονται η ιΰ τιμήν η έπαινον η δόξαν η φιλίαν η άλλο τι των τοιοντων 6 S’ άντικαταλλαττόμενός τι ὰνθ’ ον προίεται, ονκετι αδικείται· ει δε μη άδικεΐται, ούδέ εκών άρα.
Ἔτι πάλιν οι τό ελαττον λαμβάνοντες και άδικου- 29 μενοι, ή ου κ ἴσον λαμβάνουσιν, ουτοι καλλωπίζονται ϋθ καί σεμνυνονται επί των τοιοντων, οτι φασίν " εξόν μοι ίσον λαμβάνειν ούκ ελάμβανον, ὰλλὰ
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them to be termed unjust oil account of such act. The act is caus'd by ignorance ; but for the ignorance they are not themselves lesponsible ; anti so no one calls them unjust.'*
(ΛΊι·. V. ~ ICud, I \r W )
27	We must now turn to the case of the sufferer, and ( ask whether one pan voluntarily .suffer wiong. It s seems impossible ; fov whilst we act both justly and v unjustly of oui own free will, when we suffer injustice we are no longer free agents. F.von just, punishment we seek to escape ; which clearly show·, that we would not voluntarily submit·, to be wronged To suffer a ν rang is to be harmed ; a.nrl this no man voluntarily endures.
28	And yet there ave sonic who, though entitled to an equality, yield their right to others. If, then, equality would have been a man’s just due, anil to receive less is to suffer injustice ; and if in spite of this he is content to take less: such a man musl, \vr: are told, be suffering injustice of his own free will.
The following consideration will, however,show that here too there is no voluntary (suffering of injustice). All those who take less (than their just due) are exchanging their due for honour, praise, credit, friendship, or the like. But he who forgoes one thing and takes another in exchange for it, suffers no injustice. He does not “ suffer voluntarily ” simply because he suffers not at all.
29	Moreover those who take less than their due and thus, (we are told,) suffer injustice, in so far as they miss their equal portion, plume and pride themselves on their forbearance. “ I might have taken an equal share,” they say, “ but instead of this I gave way to
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παρηκα τω πρεσβυτέρα) η τψ φίλ<ρ.” αδικούμενος δέ γε ούδείς σεμνννεται. ει δ’ εττι τοι? αδικημασι μη σεμνύνονται, έπ'ι δε τούτοις σεμνύνονται, όλως ούκ αν άδικοΐντο όντως έλαττούμενοι. ει δε μή άδικοΰνται, ούδ' αν εκόντες άδικοΐντο.
Προ? δὲ ταΰτα καί τοΐς τοιούτοις λόγοις1 ο έπ'ι 30 τοΰ άκρατούς λόγος έναντιοΰται· ό γάρ άκρατης βλάπτει αυτός αυτόν τα φαύλα πράττων, και εκών γε ταΰτα πράττει, βλάπτει άρα αύτδο αυτόν είδώς, ώστε εκών αντος ύφ' αυτού άδικεΐται.
Άλλ’ ενταύθα [ό] διορισμός προστεθείς κωλύσει «ο τον λόγον τούτον, ἔστιν δέ 6 διορισμός οΰτος, τό μηδένα βονλεσθαι άδικεΐσθαι. ό δέ γε άκρατης βουλόμενός πράττει τὰ κατά την άκρασίαν, ώστε αντος αυτόν άδικεΐ· βούλεται άρα τὰ φαύλα πράτ~ τειν αύτω. άλλ' ονδε'ις βούλεται άδικεΐσθαι· ώστ ούδε ό άκρατης αυτός αυτόν εκών (αν) άδικοίη.
30 Άλλ’ ἴσω? ενταύθα πάλιν άπορησειεν αν τι?, άρά 31 γε ενδέχεται αύτόν αύτόν άδικεΐν; έκ μεν δη τοΰ άκρατούς σκοπουμένω ἔοι κεν ενδέχεσθαι. και πάλιν ούτως, εΐ γάρ α ό νόμος πράττειν τάττει, ταΰτα 1186 α ἔστιν δίκαια, ό μη πράττων ταΰτα άδικεΐ· και ει προς ον κελεύει πράττειν, προς τούτον ει μη πράττει, τούτον άδικεΐ, ό δέ νόμος κελεύει σώφρονα
1 Keeping, with Stock, τούς τοιούταυς λόγους, the reading· of the Laurentian and of other mss.
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my elder or my friend.” But no man who is ,suffering an injustice prides linn,still' thereon ; and if men do not pride ihvinsehes on their wrongs, but do pride themselves on such forbearance ns tins, those who thus accept less than then- due can suffer no manner of injustice. But. if they suffer nul At nil, they cannot " suffer voluntarily.”
30	To all this, and to reasonings of a like character, is Or «r< opposed the argument drawn from the case of one lacking self-control.0 Such a man by his evil actions harms himself. These actions are voluntary ; so that
he harms himself knowingly ; and therefore suffers voluntary injustice at, 1ub own hands.
There is however a definition -which if applied here will traverse this argument. It is that “ the endurance of injustice is never the subject of α deliberate wis,h.” Now the bvlf-indul^cnl man, (we are told,) performs the actions suggested by his lack of control with deliberate wish, thus wronging himself; and so wishes to do himself evil. But (according to our definition) no one deliberately wishes to be wronged.
It cannot, therefore, be that even the uncontrolled man voluntarily wrongs himself.
31	Yet at this point a doubt may perhaps still be felt by some, whether after all it is quite impossible for a man to do himself injustice. Not only does the case of the self-indulgent man seem to indicate that he can, but there is besides this further difficulty. If acts which the law enjoins are just, he who does them not is acting unjustly. And if he fails to perform such acts towards one whom the law points out as their proper object, on that man he inflicts injustice. Now the law enjoins that one should be temperate, should
0	See above, cc, xii., xiii„ xiv.
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εἶναι, ουσίαν κεκτήσθαι, σώματος έπιμελεΐσθαι, και ταλλα τὰ τοιαΰτα, ό άρα ταΰτα μη πράττων άδικεΐ ■' αυτόν· εις ούθένα γάρ άλλον των τοιούτων αδικημάτων ή αναφορά έστίν.
Αλλά μη ποτε ταΰτα ούκ άληθή ήν, οϋδ’ εν- 32 δέχεται αύτόν άδικεΐν αύτόν. τον γάρ αυτόν ούκ ενδέχεται κατά τον αύτόν χρόνον πλεΐον εχειν καί ἔλαττον, οΰδ’ έκόντα άμα καί άκοντα'· αλλά μην ό άδικων, ή άδικεΐ, ττλεΐον έχει, ό δ1 αδικούμενος, ή αδικείται, ἔλαττον. ει άρα αυτός αύτόν άδικεΐ, ενδεχεται τόν αύτόν κατά τον αύτόν χρόνον και ττλεΐον εχειν και ἔλαττον. ὰλλὰ τοθτ’ αδύνατον ούκ άρα ενδέχεται αύτόν αύτόν άδικεΐν.
Ἔτι ό μεν αδικών έκών άδικεΐ, ό δέ άδικονμενος 33 ι·"' άκων αδικείται, ώστε ει ενδέχεται αύτόν αύτόν άδικεΐν, ενδέχοιτ’ αν άμα και άκουσίως καί έκου-σίως ττράττειν τι· τούτο δε αδύνατον ούκ άρα ούδ’ ούτως ενδέχεται αύτόν αύτόν άδικεΐν.
Ἔτι ει τις λαμβάνοι εκ των κατά μέρος άδικη- 34 μάτων. άδικοΰσι γάρ ττάντες ήτοι -παρακαταθήκην χ άττοστεροΰντες ή μοιχεύοντες ή κλέτττοντες η τι άλλο των κατά μέρος άδικημάτων ττοιοΰντες· ούδε'ις §έ ττώττοτε αύτόΐ αύτόν παρακαταθήκην άπεστέρη-σεν, ούδ’ έ^ιοίχενσεν την έαντοΰ γυναίκα, ούδ’ εκλεφεν αύτός τὰ έαντοΰ· ώστε ει τό μεν άδικεΐν εν τοΐς τοιοΰτοις εστίν, τούτων δέ μηθέν ενδέχεται προς αύτόν ποιεΐν, ούκ αν ενδέχοιτ ο αύτόν άδικεΐν.
2·ΐ Ει’ δέ μή, ού τό γε πολιτικόν άδίκημα, άλλα τό 35 οικονομικόν, ή γάρ ψυχή εις πλείω μεμερισμένη εχει τι αυτής τό μεν χείρον τό δὲ βέλτιον, ώστ ει
1 Omitting ονδ’ εκόντ α άμα καί άκοντα (bracketed by
Ramsuuer),
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hold property, caic for one's hotly, and so forth. The man, then, who does not so act is wontfiii# himself; since to no oilier object can such unjust deeds be referred.
32	Probably, however, this is erroneous, and self-wrong nn impossibility. For the same man cannot at the same time have more anil less (than his due). But surely he who does injustice, in .so far as he does it,takes more (than his due), whilst he who is wronged, in so fill· as lie is wronged, receives loss. If then a man really wrongs himself, it is possible for the .same peison at the same time to have more and less (than his due). This, however, cannot bo ; whence it follows that self-wrong is impossible.
33	Moreover, he who commits an injustice does so voluntarily, while he who suffers one is wronged involuntarily. Hence, if it. is possible for « man to wrong himself, it were also possible to do the same acLion both involuntarily and voluntarily. This however is impossible , so once again we see there can be πο such thing as wronging oneself.
34	Again, if we take unjust, acts one by one (the same inference follows). Those who inflict a wrong do so by appropriating: a deposit, committing adultery, stealing, or inflicting some other specific wrong. But no man yet robbed himself of his own deposit, or committed adultery with his own wife, or stole his own goods. Wherefore if unjust action consists in such deeds as these, none of which it is possible to do against oneself, to wrong oneself were an impossibility.
35	If such «η act is at all possible, it is a wrong of the “ domestic ” and not of the social or civic kind. The soul is divided into several parts, and possesses an inferior as well as a superior element; anil any unjust act
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τι εγγίνεται των έν φνχη αδίκημα, των μερών εστι τιράζ αλληλα- τ6 οικονομικόν δέ αδίκημα διειλόμεθα τω επί το χείρον καί βέλτιον ως γίνεσθαι ιτρος αυτόν άδικον και δίκαιον. ου τοΰτο δ’ ημείς έπισκοπουμεθα, άλλα το -πολιτικόν, ώστ εν τοι? 36 τοιουτοις άδικήμασιν, εν οΐς ημείς ζητοΰμεν, ούκ ενδέχεται αυτόν αυτόν άδικεΐν.
Π ότερος δε πάλιν άδικεΐ, καί εν ποτέρω εατί τὰ αδίκημα, εν τω αδίκως ότιοΰν ἔχοντι; η τω κρίναντι καί τω άιτονέί/Λαντι, ώσπερ εν τοΐς άγώσιν; καί γάρ ό λαβών τον φοίνικα παρά του εφεστώτος καί ταΰτα κρίνοντας ούκ αδικεί, καν αδίκως αντω άποδοθη· άλλ' ηδη ό κρίνας κακώς καί δούς, οντος άδικεΐ. καί οντος ἔστι μεν ή αδικεί, ἔστι δε ή ούκ άδικεΐ· ή μεν γάρ το τη άληθείμ καί τη φύσει ον δίκαιον μη εκρινεν, ταΰτη μεν άδικεΐ, ή δὲ το αύτώ δοκοΰν είναι δίκαιον, ούκ άδικεΐ.
XXXIV. Ἑ7Γ6ιδή δ’ υπέρ των αρετών εϊρηται, ι και τινες είσίν καί εν τίσιν καί περί ποια, καί περί έκάστης αυτών, δτι ει πράττοιμεν κατά τον ορθόν λόγον το βέλτιστου, το μεν ούτως είπεΐν, τό κατά τον ορθόν λόγον πράττειν, δμοιόν ἔστιν ώσπερ αν εϊ τις εϊποι οτ ι ύγΐεια άριστ' αν γένοιτο, εἴ τις τὰ
° See §§ 15-18 above.
" Cf § 23 above * according to which the man who acts in error άδικόν τι evpagev, άδικεΐ μέντοι ούδόνα.
‘ That is, with the Moral Virtues (όθικαί άρετart. See Rackham’s note on jWc. VI. i. 8.
i	* This is, however, the first mention of this formula (κατά τον όρθόν λόγον) in the work. It occurs in Nie. II. ii. and hud, II, v„ in both Chapters with promise of future elucidation. This is fulfilled in Nic. VI =Eud. V., to which Book the present chapter mainly corresponds. (Susemihl says the 551
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done within the soul must be done by one part against another. Now we have (hitinguishedthc “domestic " or internal kind of wrongs an done (uot to an equal but) to an inferior or n superior ; so that in this way a man may be unjust or just towards himself. But it is, not this kind of injustice, but the social or civic 80 kind, which we are now surveying·.® We conclude, therefore, that within the limits of those wrongs to which we are confining oui* research, n, man cannot truly commit injustice against liimself.
Again ; when a man possesses something to which injustice he is not justly entitled, is it the possessor, or he ηΐίιι who has adjudged and assigned the possession, who commits injustice, and is responsible for the wrong ? (h) nom Take for example an athletic contest. Surely theol,e“°"n· man who has received the palm from the presiding judge does no injustice, even if it be unjustly assigned to him The injustice is his who has wrongly adjudged and given the prize. And yet in a sense even he is guiltless. So far as he failed to give a decision just in truth and in fact, he is guilty of injustice ; but guiltless so far as his decision was a just one to the best of his own belief.11
(Λ'ir. VI. - Hurl. V. i.)
1 XXXIV. We have dealt with the Virtues,® their Morel characters, their spheres, and provinces ; showing ^eOm ' n that each of them consists in acting in the best pos-sible way in accordance with Right Principle.** Now principle this formula, “ Action in accordance with Right Principle ” is no more definite than if we were to say that health would best be attained by the employ-
first three §§ of Nic. VI. i. are certainly spurious.) For ορθός A(5yos see on I. i. 7 above.
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1 υγιεινά προσφεροιτο. τό δή τοιοΰτον ασαφές- άλλ’ ίο έρεΐ μοι, τα ποια διααάφησόν ἔστιν υγιεινά, όντως 2 και επί τον λόγου, τί ἔστιν ό λόγο? και τις ό όρθος λόγος;
’Αναγκαίου ίσως ἔστιν πρώτον μέν, εν φ ό λόγο? έγγίνεται, υπέρ τούτου διελέσθαι. διωρίσθη μιν 3 οδο υπέρ ψυχής ώς τύπω και πρότερον, ότι τὰ /ιέν ν. αυτής έστι λόγον ἔχον, τὰ δέ άλογον μόριον τής φυχης- ἔστιν δ’ €ίο δόο την διαίρεσιν ἔχον τὰ λόγον ἔχον μόριον της ψυχής, ὥν ἔστι τό μέν βουλευτικόν το δέ επιστημονικόν, ότι δέ ετερα ὰλλήλων ἔστιν, έκ τὥν υποκείμενων αν γένοιτο φανερόν, ώσπερ 4 γαρ δή ε'τερά ἔστιν ὰλλήλων χρώμα τε καί χυμός 20 καί ψόφος καί οσμή, ωσαύτως καί τὰ? αισθήσεις ετέρας αυτών ή φύσις απεδωκεν (ψόφον μεν γαρ ακοή, χυμόν δε γεύσει γνωρίζομεν, χρώμα δέ οψει), ομοίως δέ και ταλλα τον αυτόν τρόπον δὲι νπολαμ-βάνειν- έπεί δή ετερα τα υποκείμενα εστίν, ετερα καί τα τής ψυχής είναι μέρη οΐς ταΰτα γνωρίζομε ν. ss έτερον δ* εστί τό νοητόν καί τό αισθητόν ταΰτα δε 5 ψυχή γνωρίζομεν ετερον αρ' αν εϊη τό μόριον τό περί τα αισθητό, καί τα νοητά, τό δέ βουλευτικόν καί προαιρετικόν περί τα αισθητό καί εν κινήσει καί απλώς όσα εν γενεσει τε καί φθορά εστίν. so βουλευόμεθα γαρ υπέρ τούτων α έφ’ ή μιν έστιν καί 6 πραζαι καί μή πρ&ζαι προελομενοις, περί α. εστιν [/cat] βουλή καί προαίρεσις τον πρ&ζαι ή μή πραζαι·1 ταΰτα δ’ εστιν αισθητό καί εν κινήσει του μετά-
1 Α curiously redundant clause. Can it be a “ gloss ” on the preceding one ?
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ment of healthy measures. We might jusl ly be asked
2	to define those healthy measures ; and so we may be asked, wlmt is tins Kational Principle, ami when is it “ Eight " ?
Perhaps \vc ought to begin by giving a clear and definite account of that wherein Rational Pi maple
3	originates. Now we have already sketched in on lime JjiirU οι the nature of the sou], distinguishing its rational part (ή itntioiioi from its irrational.'1 And tins rational part is again ,,. divisible into two : the property of one being to de- tho formal·’ liberate on action and that, of the other to acquire knowledge. That these ave distinct may be proved Sciimtitic.
4	by comparing their respective provinces. We know that colour, flavour, sound and Mnell arc all distinct, and that Nature has assigned distinct senses to perceive them ; since we recognize sound by hearing, flavour by taste, and colour by sight. A .similar distinction must be applied to our other faculties. The provinces being different, different also must be the parts of the soul whereby we take cognisance of them.
6	Now the objects of Understanding and of Sense are distinct, though we take cognisance of both by means of the soul. It follows that the parts of the soul concerned with them are likewise distinct. Now the deliberative and purposive faculty is concerned with objects of sense ; with things in motion ; and—to speak comprehensively—with whatever is liable to
6 growth and decay. We deliberate on what is in our power to do or not to do by purposive action; (in other words,) on matters which admit of deliberation and of purpose whether positive or negative ; such matters being perceptible by sense, and subject to the movement of change. So that, according to our * See cc. iv. T-v. I ahovc.
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βάλλειν ώστε τό προαιρετικόν μόριον της φνχής κατά τον λόγον τών αισθητών εστιν.
Τοΰτων δή δωρισμένων, μετά ταντα λεκτέον αν 7 3Ί είη, επειδή υπέρ τάληθαΰς ἔστιν ό λόγος και τάλη-θές ως έχει σκοπούμεθα, ἔστιν δ’ επιστήμη φρόνησις νους σοφία ΰπόληφις, περί τί δή έκαστον τούτων εστιν.
Ή μεν οδν επιστήμη έστί περ ι επιστητόν, και 8 1197 a τοϋτο μετ* άποδείζεως καί λόγον διατεινόμενον λ Ἦ δέ φρόνησις περί τὰ ττρακτά, εν οϊς αΐρεσις και φυγή καί εφ' ή μιν ἔστιν πράζαι καί μή πραζαι.
Ἔστιν δή τών ποιούμενων καί πραττομένων ού 9 ταντο το ποιητικόν καί πρακτικόν, τών μεν γάρ ο ποιητικών εστί τι παρά την ποίησιν άλλο τέλος, οἶον παρά τήν οικοδομικήν, επειδή ἔστιν ποιητική οικίας, οικία αυτή? το τέλος παρά τήν ποίησιν, ομοίως επί τεκτονικής καί τών άλλων τών ποιητικών επί δε τών πρακτικών ούκ εστιν άλλο ούθέν 10 τέλος παρ* αυτήν τήν πράξιν, οἶον παρά τό κιθα-ιο ρίζειν ούκ εστιν άλλο τέλος ούθέν, άλλ’ αύτο τοϋτο τέλος, ή ενέργεια καί ή πραξις. περί μεν οΰν τήν
______1 Reading 8ιατεινομ&ωυ (ef Nic. IX, vin. ϊ),__
β “ Intelligence ” (Rackham).
" The nouns (with one exception) are those adopted by Mr. Rackham in Nic. VI. hi. I. The adjectives will help in elucidating further the connotation of the Greek terras.
On comparing the two lists, it will be seen that the uuthor rejects τέχνη—A rt—and admits ΰπόληφις—Conception—instead. See Grant’s note on Nic. VI. iii. t, and the extract there given from Analvtica Posteriora I. xxxtli. 8.
* “ Science ” (Grant) ϊ “ Scientific Knowledge ” (Rackham).
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reasoning', the purposive faculty of the soul is concerned with perceptible things.
(iViV. VI. = V. iii.)
7	Having made the above distinctions we must pro- tntriieo ceed a step further. The subject of our discourse
is Truth, and ive are considering what the nature of Truth may be. (For its attainment) we possess the following kinds of Thought; Scientific, or Knowledge ; Piiielical, or Piudence ; Intuitive, or Intuition®; Philosophical, or Wisdom ; and Apprehensive, or Conception.1’ What, then, are the kinds (of Truth) with which they severally deal ?
8	Scientific Thought, or Knowledge,0 is concerned Knowiodu with the knowable, when we strive (to know it) by means uf demonstration and reasoned discourse.
(Nic. Vl. = Iiud. V. v.)
Practical Thought, or Prudence, deals with the Pruden sphere of actions ; where election and rejection are alike open to us, and it lies in our powei· to act or not to act.
0 (Now the faculty by which ve make what we make (.ustin· is different from tile faculty by which we do what we do. The former kind of faculty has an end over and above the process itself. The art of building, for example, since it possesses the faculty of maldng a house, has, over and above that process, the house as its end; and so it is with the art of carpentry and
10 other constructive arts. In the case of the other faculties, however,—those which do, but make not,
—there is no other end apart from the action or process itself. Harping, for example, has no further end ; the activity or practice itself being its own end.
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πράξιν καί τα πρακτά ή φρόνησις, περί δέ την ποίησιν και τα ποιητά η τέχνη· έν γάρ τοις ποιη-τοι? μάλλον η έν τοι? πρακτοϊς ἔστι τὰ τεχνάζειν.
Ὁστ€ ή φρόνησις αν εϊη έζις τις προαιρετική Ι] λ καί πρακτική των έφ’ ήμΐν οντων και πραζαι και μη πράξαι, όσα εις τὰ συμφέρον ήδη συντείνει. ἔστιν δ’ ή φρόνησις αρετή, ως δόξειεν αν, ούκ 12 επιστήμη, επαινετοί γάρ είσιν οι φρόνιμοι, ό δ’ έπαινος αρετής- ἔτι δ’ επιστήμης μεν πόσης αρετή έστίν, φρονήσεως δέ αρετή ούκ ἔστιν, ὰλλ* ως ι ἔοι κεν, αυτό τί ἔστιν αρετή.
Ὁ δὲ νους έστι περί τάς άρχάς των νοητών καί 13 των οντων ή μεν γάρ επιστήμη των μετ άπο-δείξεως οντων έστίν, αι δ’ άρχαί αναπόδεικτοι, ωστ ούκ αν εΐη περί τάς άρχάς ή επιστήμη, άλλ' ό νους.
Ή δέ σοφία έστίν έ£ επιστήμης καί νοΰ αυγ- 14 > κειμένη. ἔστιν γάρ ή σοφία καί περί τας αρχας καί τὰ έκ των άρχων ήδη δεικνυμενα, περί α ή επιστήμη· ή μεν οΰν περί τάς άρχάς, τον νοΰ αυτή1 μετέχει, ή δέ περί τὰ μετά τάς άρχάς μετ’ άπο-δείζεως όντα, τής επιστήμης μετέχει· ώστε δήλον ότι ή σοφία έστίν έκ τε νοΰ καί επιστήμης συγκείμενη, ωστ είη οίν περί τ αυτά, περί α καί ό νοΰς καί ή επιστήμη.
1 Heading, with several mss., αΰτη.
“ This digression, distinguishing between the faculty of action (φρόνησις) and that or sonstruction (τέχνη), corresponds to iVio. VI. (Eud. V.) iv.
6 Cf e. v. 2 above, and note there.
‘ Cf iVi'c. VI. V. 3 ούκ &v είη ή φρόνησα έτηστήμη, ού8έ
τέχνη· έπιατήμη ··'-·	·—	-------J" -η-- *■—
τέχνη 8’ δτι άλλο
μψ Τέχνης μέν έστίν άρετή, ,.	.
οΰν οτι apenj ns έστι καί ον τέχνη.
ο. VI. V. 3 ονκ ΰν είη η φρόνησα Ιττιστήμη, ουθε ■ήμν μεν ότι ένδέχεται το ττρακτόν άλλωϊ έψιν, άλλο τ6 νένος πράξεωί και ττοιήαιαα ... 7. αλλά ιέν έστίν αρετή, φρονήσίαα 8’ ούκ ίατιν . . . 8ήλον
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Now Prudence or Practical Thought is concerned with what we can do and the doing of iL, while AH or Handicraft: is concerned with what we make and its making ; craftsmanship beiiijr manifested in what is made rallier than in wh.-it is done.)®
11	Prudence, therefore, will be a stale of the soul which purposes nntl performs such actions as it. tests with us tu do or not to do ; and such as contribute to our
12	welfare. Nor, apparently, is this Practical Thought a and from kind of Science; hut η virtue or excellence (of the soul). KuowteOg.) For the prudent merit praise ; and praise is the meed
of virtue.1' Moreover, whereas every kind of Science or Knowledge has its own peculiar excellence, there is no excellence of Prudence , which appears on the contrary to be itself a. kind of excellence ον virtue/
13	Intuitive Thought, or Intuition, deals with the intmimn, principia of tile intelligible and truly existent world-
For whereas Scientific Thought considers what ran be demonstrated, the first principia are undemonstvable ; so that they fall within the province not of Science but of Intuition.
(Kir. VI,~Eud. V. vii.)
14	Philosophic Thought or Wisdom is a compound of Scientific Thought and Intuition. It is concerned wiadom, firstly with the principia, and then with truths which
we demonstrate by their aid; those in fact which are the province of Science. So far, therefore, as Philosophic Thought deals with principia, it partakes of Intuition ; and so far as it deals with what can thereafter be demonstrated, it partakes of Scientific Thought, or Knowledge. Clearly then il is (as wc have said) a compound of these two kinds of thought; and its province is thus coterminous with theirs.
VOL. π,	2 o
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'II δέ ύπόληφίς εστιν, ή υπέρ ὰπ·όντων «ττ- 15 αμφοτερίζομεν, προς το καί εἶναι ταντα ουτω καί μη εΐναι.
Πάτερο ν δ* ἔστιν ή φρόνησις και ή σοφία ταύτόν; 1Γ> η ου; ή μεν γάρ σοφία εστίν ττ ερι τὰ μετ άποδεί-ξεως και αει ωσαύτως όντα, η δέ φρόνησις ου -περί ταΰτα, αλλά ττερ'ι τὰ εν μεταβολή όντα, λέγω δε οἶον ευθύ μεν η καμττύλον καί κοίλου και τὰ τοιαντά ἔστιν αει τοιαΰτα, τὰ 8ε συμφέροντα ου κάτι ούτως έχουσιν το μη εις άλλο τι μεταβάλλειν, ὰλλὰ μετα~ βάλλουαιν, και νυν μεν συμφέρει τούτο, αύριον δ’ οϋ, καί τω μεν, τω 8’ ου, καί ουτω μεν συμφέρει, εκείνως δέ ου συμφέρει, περί δε τὰ συμφέροντα ἔστιν ή φρόνησις, ή δε σοφία ου. έτερον άρα η σοφία καί η φρόνησις.
ΐΐότερον S' εστίν η σοφία αρετή η ου; διὰ τούτο 17 δήλον αν γένοιτο, ότι εστίν αρετή, εξ αυτής τής φρονήαεως. ει γάρ ή φρόνησις αρετή εστίν, ώς φαμεν, του μορίου του ετέρου των λόγον εχόντων, εστίν δέ χείρων ή φρόνησις τής σοφίας (περί χείρω γάρ εστίν ή μεν γάρ σοφία περί το σίδιον καί το θειον, ώς φαμέν, ή δε φρόνησις περί τὰ συμφέρον άνθρώπψ), ει οΰν τό χείρον αρετή εστί, τό γε βέλτιον είκός εστιν άρετήν εἶναι, ώστε δήλον ότι ή σοφία αρετή εστίν.
Ἦ δε αύνεσις τί εστιν ή περί τί; εστιν δ’ η ι8 σόνεσις εν οΐσπερ καί ή φρόνησις, περί τὰ πρακτά.
6 γάρ συνετός που λέγεται τφ δυνατός βουλευεσθαι
° Excluded from the list of “ Faculties of Truth ” in Nic.
VI.	iii. on the ground that (like Opinion) it may mislead.
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15	Apprehensive Thought, ον Conceptiona is that Uoneoptmu faculty by which vc hold diftei'ent opinions on all kinds of subjects, eonee-ivwg that they are so, ον that they are otherwise.
10 Are Practical and Philosophic Thnughi identical? Kiitinotiun Surely not. The latter deals with demonstrable truth I’mionm and with invarifiblefact; while Pi'iioticulTliought; is con- '^'ι)οΙ]1 cerned not with these but with the world of changing phenomena. For example, such facts as sLraight-ness, curvature, concavity are always the same ; bub with expediency it is otherwise. So fur from being exempt from change, it changes ; Lhc same thing may be expedient to-day, btiL not (o-morrow ; expedient for me, but not for you ; expedient under some circumstances, but not under others. And matters of expediency are the province of Piactical, not of Philosophic Thought. These two faculties are accordingly distinct,.
17	Is Philosophic Thought, or Wisdom, a virtue or not? The on. is . By comparison with Practical 'i'hought we may show tu^DohLr-that it is. Prudence or Practical Thought is a virtue,
as we assert, of one of the two rational divisions of 0th«r«V tim tlie soul; but it is lower than Philosophic Thought, since its province is an inferior one. For whilst Wisdom, as we assert, deals with the eternal and the Divine, Prudence is concerned with what is expedient for us men. If, then, the lower faculty is a virtue, it is surely reasonable to suppose that the higher one is also a virtue. Clearly, therefore, Philosophic Thought is a virtue.
18	What is the nature of Shrewdness οι· Sagacity, and .slu.nvdneia what is its province ? It operates in the same field
as Prudence ; that, namely, of practical affairs. Men,
I take it, are termed slu-ew d because they are able 563
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(eivai) καί εν τώ όρθώς τι κρίνα ι καί ίδεΐν 7repi ι μικρών δέ και εν μικροις ή κ pirns αυτόν, ἔστιν ουν ή σύνεσις καί 6 συνετοί μ,έ/)ο? π φρονήσεως καί του φρονίμου, και ούκ ανευ τούτων ου γό,ρ αν χιορtorn? τον συνετόν του φρονίμου.
‘Ομοίως δ’ αν δο'ξωεν ἔχβιν καί τὰ επί τής 19 δεινότητας. ή γαρ δεινότης και 6 δεινός ούκ ἔστι 1 μεν ούτε φρόνησις ούτε φρόνιμος, 6 μέντοι φρόνιμος δ«νόΓ, δίο και συνεργεί ιτως τή φρονήσει ή δει-νότης· ὰλλὰ δεινός μεν καί 6 φαύλος λέγεται, οἶον 20 Μέντωρ δεινός μεν έδόκει εἶναι, ὰλλ’ ου φρόνιμος ήν. τον γαρ φρονίμου και της φρονήσεως έστι τό των βέλτιστων έφίεσθαι και τούτων προαιρετικόν > εΐναι καί πρακτικόν αει, τής δε δεινότητας καί του δεινού σκέφασθαι έκ τίνων αν έκαστον γένοιτο τὥν πρακτών, καί τὰ ταϋτα πορίσαι-
Δόξειεν αν οΰν εΐναι 6 δεινός εν τοι? τοιούτοις τε καί περί ταϋτα.
Άπορήσειε δ’ αν τις καί θαυμάσειε, δια τί υπέρ 21 ηθών λέγοντες καί πολιτικής τινος πραγματείας υπέρ σοφίας λέγομεν. ότι ίσως γε πρώτον μεν ούδ’ αλλοτρία δό£ειεν αν είναι ή σκέφις ή υπέρ αυτής, ειπερ έστιν αρετή, ώς φαμεν. ετι δ’ ίσως ἔστιν φιλοσόφου καί περί τούτων παρεπισκοπεΐν οσα εν τω αντώ τυγγάνουαιν όντα, καί αναγκαίου 22
° Prudence und Shrewdness (or Understanding, as Mr. Rackhum translate the word) are siniiimiy ooahvnied in Ni<i. V [. x. But there the distinction is that the former gives precepts, whereas the latter only pronounces judgements. 564
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counseling. and can judge and discern aright; the jurlgfnmnt of the shrewd, however, is in and about mutters of .small importance. Shrewdness, therefore, is essentially a pari of Prudence, and the shrewd man,
(as such,) η part, nf the prudent man. To scparale him fiom the prudent is impossible."
(Me. VI.=-/■:>«/. V. μι. o.)
10 The case of Cleverness would seem to be similar. c;ie Cleverness and the clever man are not identical with Prudence or the prudent mnn ; yet the prudent man is clever; wherefore Cleverness nets as a land of
20	auxiliary to Prudence. But the bail man as well as tile good may be styled clever; even as Mentor was regarded as clever, though prudent he was not. For whereas it is the task of the prudent and of Prudence to aim at what is best, earn! to be ever ready to purpose it and put it info action, it is the part of Cleverness and of the clever man to consider the conditions necessary for every action, and to see that they are forthcoming.
Such then would appear to be the sphere and province uf the clever man,
21	That in a treatise on morals, while we are discussing the social relations of man, we should introduce the subject of Philosophic Thought, may cause some difficulty find surprise. In the first place, we may suggest that the consideration of this kind of thought is not altogether alien to our theme, since it is, as we assert, a virtue. In the second place, it may not beseem a philosopher ill if he extends his survey to other phenomena (than those with which lie is mainly concerned) if their region or seat is the
22	same ; indeed, it may be our duty, as we are speaking
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ί<87 6 δέ, επεί περί τὥν έν φυχή λεγομεν, περί απάντων :'Γ' λέγειν · ἔστι δέ και ή σοφία iv ψυχή- ώστε ούκ άλλοτρίως υπέρ * * * ψυχής1 ποιούμεθα του? λόγου?.
"Ωσπερ 8’ ἔχει ή δεινότηε προς φρόνησιν, ούτως 23 δόξειεν αν εχειν δο-ΐ τὥν αρετών άπασών. λέγω δέ οἶον ίΐσΐν άρεταί και φύσα iv εκάστοις έγγινόμεναι, οἶον όρμαί rives εν εκάστιρ dvev λόγου προς τὰ nee β ὰνδρεια καί τὰ δίκαια και καθ' εκάστην προς τὰ τοιαΰτα- eίσΐ δέ δή καί ἔθ?ι και προαιρέσει, αι he 24 δή μετὰ λόγον οΰσαι τελεως άρεταί είσιν επαινεταί έπιγινόμεναι. ἔστιν οΰν ή φυσική αρετή αϋτη ή άνευ λόγου χωριζομένη μεν του λόγου μικρά και ί απολειπόμενη του επαινεΐσθαι, προς δὲ τον λόγον και την προαίρεσην προστιθέμενη τελείαν ποιεί την αρετήν, διὰ και συνεργεί τω λόγιο και ούκ ἔστιν* άνευ του λόγου ή φυσική ορμή προς αρετήν. ού8' 25 αΰ ό λόγος και ή προαίρεσις ου πάνυ τελβιοθται ίο τφ είναι αρετή άνευ τής φυσικής ορμής, διὰ ούκ όρθώς Σωκράτης ελεγεν, φάσκων είναι τήν αρετήν λόγον ούδεν γὰρ όφελος εΐναι πράττειν τα ανδρεία καί τα δίκαια, μή είδότα καί προαιρούμενου τω λόγω, διό την αρετήν εφη λόγον εΐναι, ούκ όρθώς,
1 Beading αύτψ (Spengel) for φυχής (ms.). Susemihl suspects α lacuna.
a Reading οΰκ έοτι <τ€λ*/α>.
0 This apology does not appear in Nic. or Bud. That Philosophic Thought is α “virtue” would not prima facie entitle it to a place in a treatise on Ethics, since it is obviously an intellectual ami not an ethical virtue. Cf § 1 above.
6	See c. iv. 9 above.
* For the importance of Habit in Ihe formation of Virtue see Nic. II. i.
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of the phfuomeua of soul, to include tliem all in our discourse. Now Philosophic Thought is a phenomenon of soul ; so that in dealing with it we are not really wandering from our subjed."
lA'ie. VI. -1-Μ. V. uii.)
23	We may suppose that there are states of sonl Moral virtue related to the other \iitues as Cleverness is related anii'c’)™1 to Prudence. 1 mean that m every province there rall0IIRl·
is a kind of excellence ν Inch arises spontaneously liy nature ; irrational impulses h towards what is brave and just, or otherwise in accordance with one of the
24	irue virtues. Other excellences arise from habitude c and purposive Choice rt ; and it is only to those which are conscious of a Rational Standard or Rule that we assign the full rank of virtues. They appear Inter, and are worthy of praise.® And κη the natural land of virtue, being of itself irrational, when divorced from any such Rule is a slight thing and fails to win praise; but when it is associated with a Standard and a deliberate Choice, the result is the full anti complete sort of virtue. In producing virtue, therefore, the natural impulse collaborates with the Rule, and does not reach completeness apart from it;
26 nov on tlie other hand do the Rational Rule and deliberate Choice ever reach their consummation in virtue without the natural impulse. Socrates, therefore, was mistaken when he declared that Virtue was merely a Rational Rule, on the ground that it is useless to act in a brave and just manner unless one knows what one does and makes a rational choice.
On this account he pronounced Virtue to be a Rational
Λ See cc. xi. and xvii. above.
* See cc. H. 3 and x\xiv. 12 above.
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ὰλλ’ οι νυν βελτιον τό γάρ κατά τον ορθόν λόγον r. πράττ<τιν τα καλά, τοντό φασιν εΐναι άρετην ορθώς 2fi μιν οΰδ’ οΰτοι. πράξαι μεν γαρ αν τις τα δίκαια προαιρέσει μεν ούδεμια, ουδό γνώσει των καλών, άλλ' ορμή τινι άλόγω, όρθώς δε ταΰτα και κατά τον ορθόν λόγον (λόγω δέ, ώς αν ό λόγος ό ορθοί κελεύσειεν, ούτως επραξεν) · άλλ’ όμως ή τοιαύτη 17τραξις ουκ εχει τό επαινετόν, άλλα βελτιον, ως ημείς άφορίζομεν, τό μετά λόγου εἶναι την άρμην ιτ ρος τό καλόν τό γάρ τοιοΰτον και αρετή και επαινετόν.
Πότερον δ’ ἔστιν ή φρόνησις άρετη η ου, άπορη- 27 σε ιεν αν τις. ου μην ὰλλ’ εντεύθεν αν γένοιτο δήλον οτι άρετη. είπερ γάρ η δικαιοσύνη καί η ανδρεία και αι άλλαι άρεται, διότι των καλών πρακτικοί, καί επαινετοί εΐσίν, δήλον ώς και η φρόνησις των επαινετών αν τι εϊη καί των εν αρετής τάξει όντων. εφ' α γάρ ή ανδρεία ορμή, πράττειν, επί ταΰτα καί ή φρόνησις, τό γάρ δλον ώς αν αΰτη προστάττη, ού'τω καί ή ανδρεία πράττει, ώστε ει αυτή επαινετή τω ποιείν α αν ή φρόνησις προστάττη, ή γε φρόνησις τελείως αν εϊη και επαινετή καί άρετη.
“ That is, not the mere act, but the state of soul in which it is performed or willed, determines its moral excellence. For the (<5p6is) λόγος see note on § 1 above. In Me. \ I. xiii. H it seems to be actually identified with φρόνησις·, but this is perhaps an inexactitude, and the former should be distinguibhed as the rational Standard und the latter as the
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Hule ; but lie was in error, and the moralists of lo-dny do better when they define virtue as “ noble action in
20 agreement with right Principle.” Yet even heie there is a mistake. One might net justly with no deliberate purpose, nor knowledge of what is noble, but under some irrational impulse ; and yet one’s fictf. might be right and in accordance with right Hule; in cases, 1 mean, where one has acted as the Rule would prescribe. .But such action does not cany any title to praise. Belter, as we do, to define Virtue as the “ impulse towards what is noble,” guided by Rational Principle ; such a state of the soul is a true virtue, and α thing which deserves praise.0
27	Now some may feel a doubt, whether Prudence, or Practical Thought, is itself a virtue or not.6 The following considerations however will prove that it is. For since Justice and Courage anil the other (recognized) virtues are deserving of praise because they inspire noble acts, on the same grounds it is clear that Prudence too is a thing worthy to be commended and placed among the virtues. For it impels us to the same acts as Courage. In every case, Courage acts as Prudence directs; so that if the former itself wins honour hy doing the behests of the latter, surely Prudence has every right to be regarded as a praiseworthy state and a true virtue.
rational Faculty which sets it up. (See Rackham’s and Burnet’s notes on the above passage.)
b The sense in which Prudence is a “ virtue ” has aheady been discussed m § 12, where it is shown to be an “ excellence of the Deliberative soul.” Here the status of a virtue seems to be claimed for it because it co-operates with the moral Virtues.—“ excellences of the Irrational sou).” §§ ST-39 correspond to nothing in A'ic. VI.
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Υίότερον δ’ ἔστιν ή φρόνησις πρακτική η οϋ, ἴδοι 28 αν τις εντεύθεν, επί τὰ? επιστήμας επψλεφας, οἶον επί την οικοδομικήν, ἔστιν γάρ, ως φαμεν, έν οικοδομική δ μεν άρχιτεκτων τις καλούμενος, δ δέ υπηρετών τούτω οικοδόμος■ οντος δ’ έστιν ποιητικός οΙκίας. ἔστιν δε και ό άρχιτεκτων, καθό οΰτος εποίει οικίαν, ποιητικός οικίας, ομοίως δε επί των άλλων των ποιητικών ἔχει, εν αΐς ἔστιν άρχιτεκτων καί υπηρέτης τούτου, ποιητικός άρα τινός καί ό άρχιτεκτων ἔσται, καί του αυτού τούτου (οΰ)1 ποιητικός καί ό υπηρετικός, ει τοίνυν 29 ομοίως καί επι των αρετών εχει, δπερ είκός καί εύλογον, καί ή φρόνησις αν εΐη πρακτική, αι γὰρ άρεταί πασαι πρακτικοί είσίν, ή δέ φρόνησις ώσπερ άρχιτεκτων τις αυτών εστίν όπως γάρ αϋτη προστάζει, ούτως αἱ άρεταί καί οι κατ’ αύτάς πράτ-τουσιν επει ου ν αι άρεταί πρακτικαί, καί ή φρόνησις πρακτική αν εΐη.
ίΐότερον δε αντη πάντων άρχει των ev rrj ψυχή, 30 ώσπερ δοκεΐ καί άπορεΐται; ή ου; των γάρ βελτιόνων ου κ αν δόζειεν, οἶον της σοφίας ούκ άρχει, αλλά, φησίν, αύτη επιμελείται πάντων, καί κυρία εστι προστάττουσα.
’Αλλ’ ’ίσως εχει ώσπερ εν οικία ό επίτροπος. 31 οΰτος γάρ πάντων κύριος καί πάντα διοικεί· άλλ’ οϋπω οΰτος άρχει πάντων, ὰλλὰ παρασκευάζει τφ δεσπότη σχολήν, όπως αν εκείνος μη κωλυόμενος
1 <oJ> inserted by Bonitz and Bussemaker. Breiev inserts it after ποιητικοί.
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28	Whether Prudence is practical mid leads to action, or not, we can see by comparing the case of a handicraft such as building. In building, we recognize a director, whom we call architect, and a builder, who carries out lus behests. The latter has the power of constructing a house, and this power t.hc architect shares inasmuch as the house wac also life work. So too it is with the other constructive arts, ivhere there is this distinction between master anrl journeyman. The architect is himself a constructor of something ; of that very thing, namely, which the journeyman too constructs.
20 If then the same holds good of the <moral) virtues, as there is every reason to suppose, Prudence too will be active or practical. For all the virtues inspire to action, and Prudence is their architect or niiister-craftsman ; for ns she enjoins, so ihe virtues act, and those who act in accordance with them Since, then, the virtues ure practical, so too will Prudence be practical.
(iVir. VI. =iJud. V. mu.)
30	Is Prudence mistress of all the soul’s faculties, as prudence some think, though others doubt it ? Hardly so. One οΓγ’ώοηΓ1 cannot regard her as dominant over faculties higher
(than herself); she is not, for instance, dominant over Wisdom or Philosophic Thought. Still, it is urged, she has all the faculties in her care, and the right of issuing orders to them.
31	Perhaps her position is rather that of a steward or housekeeper. Such an one hns rights over everything in the house, and exercises dispensation thereof; still, he is not the master of all, but ministers leisure to his lord, so that he, undistraeted by the care of
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υπό των αναγκαίων ίκκλείηται του των καλών τι καί προσηκόντων πραττειν.	ουτω και ορ,οιως 32
τοΰτω ή φρόνησις ώσπερ επίτροπός τις ίση της σοφίας, και παρασκευάζει ταντη σχολήν καί τό ποιεΐν τό αυτής εργον, κατεχουσα τα πάθη και ■jo ταΰτα σωφρονίζουσα.
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daily necessities, may not be debarred from any of those noble actions λ\ hich befit him.
32	So likewise, Prudence or Practical Thought is a dispenser or stewaid t,o Philosophic Thought,, ministering to it leisure and the freedom to perform its own task, by restraining- ami disciplining the passions of the soul.
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I.	Her α δέ ταΰτα υπέρ επιείκειας δέο ι αν τήν 1 έ7τίσκεφιν ποιήσασθαι, τί τέ ἔστι «αι έν τίσι καί περί ποΐα. ἔστιν δέ ή επιείκεια και ό επιεικής ό ελαττωτικός των δικαίων τών κατά νόμον, α γὰρ
ό νομοθέτης έξαδυνατεί καθ' εκαατα ακριβώς διόριζειν, ὰλλὰ καθόλου λέγει, ό εν τοντοις παρα-χωρών, και ταΰθ' αίρούμενος α ό νομοθετης εβον-λετο μεν τω1 καθ' έκαστα διορίσαι, ον κ ήδυνήθη δέ, ό τοιοΰτος επιεικής. οΰκ ἔστιν δέ ελαττωτικός των δικαίων απλώς· τών μει' γάρ φύσει και ως αληθώς όντων δικαίων ούκ ελαττοϋται, ὰλλὰ τών κατά νόμον, α ό νομοθέτης έξαδυνατών άπέλιπεν.
II.	'H δἔ ευγνωμοσύνη καί ό ευγνώμων ἔστιν περί 1 ταντά περί α και ή επιείκεια, περί τὰ δίκαια [καί] τὰ έλλελειμμένα υπό του νομοθέτου τω μη ακριβώς διωρίσθαι, κριτικός ών τών έλλελειμμένων ύπό του νομοθέτου, και γιγνώσκων ότι ύπό μεν του νομοθέτου έλλέλειπται, ἔστι μέντοι δίκαια, ό τοιοΰτος εύγνώμων.
Ἔστι μεν οΰν ονκ ανευ επιείκειας ή εύγνω-1 “τώ falsnm” Susemih). *
* Grant and Rackham translate by “ Considerateness ” ; α word which bears α moral connotation that seems better to fit ίπιείκεια. The Επιεικής has not only γνώμη but also συγγνώμη; perhaps “ Consideration ” might be kept for tliia Jatter term. (In Nic. VI. xi. 1,1 would suggest, following 574
BOOK II
(Me. I. v. = /'.W. IV. >..)
1	I. We must now discuss Equity or Considernteness : Eiimiy its nature, its field ancl province. Now Equity, and the equitable or considerate man, are distinguished by readiness to take less than llieir just legal right.
Where the lawgiver is unable to make nice distinctions, but lays clown broad general rules, a man who there stands aside, and is conleul with what the lawgiver would have assigned him had he been able to distinguish individual cases, is an equitable man. He is not indeed one who always waives the fulfilment of his just claims ; what is naturally and essentially just, he does not waive, but only such legal claims as the lawgiver whs obliged tu leave unqualified.
(.w. vi. = /·;«,;. v.m.)
1 II. Discrimination," and the man who possesses it, Dlscrimina· are concerned with the same matters as Equity ; tlon· namely with those rights which the lawgiver has left insufficiently distinguished. Of such rights the dis-crimiuating inan has a keen appreciation. He recognizes that the lawgiver has passed them over, but that they are none the less rights. Such a man we call discriminating.
Discrimination, then, is closely associated with
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μοσύνη· το μεν νὰρ κρΐναι του εύγνώμονος, το δε δή πράττειν [και] κατὰ τήν κρίσιν του επιεικούς.
III. Ή δέ γε εύβουλία εστι μεν περί ταυτά τή 1 φρονήσει (περί γάρ τὰ πρακτά εστι τα περ'ι αιρεσιν και φυγήν όντα), εστιν δε ου κ άνευ φρονήσεως. ή μεν γάρ φρόνησις πρακτική τούτων εστι, ή δὲ εύβουλία έξις η διάθεσις η τι τοιοϋτον ή επι-τευκτική των εν τοι? πρακτοΐς βέλτιστων καί συμ-φορωτάτων. διὰ οὰδὲ τὰ τοιαΰτα εύβουλίας αν 2 δόζειεν, τα από ταύτομάτου συμβαίνοντα κατά τρόπον· οΐς γάρ μη εστιν ό λόγος ό σκοπών το βέλτιστου, ούκέτι αν εΐποις, φ συνέβη τι κατά τρόπον, τούτον ευβουλον, ὰλλ’ ευτυχή· τά γάρ άνευ του λόγου τοΰ κρίνοντας γινόμενα κατορθώματα ευτυχήματα εστιν.
ΐΐότερον δέ ποτε του δικαίου εστιν το ττ} εντεύξει 3 τὰ ἴσον εκάστω άποδιδόναι (λέγω δὲ οἶον, όποιος αν ή έκαστος, τοιοΰτον γινόμενον έντυγχάνειν); ή ου; τοΰτο μεν γάρ και κόλακας και άρέσκαυ δόζειεν αν εἶναι· ὰλλὰ το κατ* * άζίαν εκάστω άποδιδόναι την εντευξιν, τοΰτο και δικαίου και σπουδαίου απλώς αν δόζειεν εἶναι.
Άπορησειε δ’ αν τις καί τοΰτο. είπερ εστι το 4 άδικεΐν το βλάπτειν εκόντα και εΐδότα και ον και ως* και οΰ ένεκα, εστι 8' ή βλάβη καί ή αδικία εν
1 Perhaps, we should read <ί, “ wherewith ” (mss. <Ss, όσοι·, or St. Of I. xxxiii. 2S, 24).
*	Cf the distinction between Shrewdness and Prudence drawn in Nic. VI. x.
*	“ Deliberative Excellence,” Racklmm.
*	For the terms εντεοξκ, έντνγχάνω, apemcot sec Τ. xxviii. above. For the distinction between flattery and complaisance cf Nic. JI. vii. 13, IV, vi. 0.
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Equity ; the discriminating man discerns, and the equilablc man acts according to that discernment.0
(.Υ,,·. VI. - AM. V. ix.j
1	III. The province of Good Counsel6 is the same
as that of Prudence ον Practical Thought; since it is 0Mn“ concerned with our actions in choosing or refusing, it is closely associated with Prudence, winch leads us to (good) actions, whilst Good Counsel is the state, condition, or the like, which discovers the best and most expedient ways in which we can perform them.
2	Accordingly we shall not assign to Good Counsel .successes which happen spontaneously. When a man who lacks the reasoning power that looks for what is best, hns met with some success, one would not term him wise of counsel, but fortunate ; for successes which happen apart from reason’s decision are the windfalls of hick, (and not the gatherings of counsel).
(The remainder of c. iii. proposes and answers five moral questions. They ieem out of place here, and coriespond to nothing in Ar!c. V, or VI. See Introduction, ρ. Ί-Η7.)
3	In social intercourse, will the just man render equal Problem»: measure to each ? Will he, I mean, assimilate himself
to the character of those with whom he converses ? «‘«earn» Surely not. We should deem such conduct that of a tonu?r° flatterer or one who is weakly complaisant;e our universal rule being that the wise and good man will in his converse with others treat each according to his worth.
4	A second difficulty is this. Whereas to injure a man ρ») now far is to harm him voluntarily, knowing whom we harm
and how and why we do it; and whereas the field and prudent? sphere of harm and injustice are tilings which are vol. ii	2 ρ	577
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αγαθοΐς, καί περί αγαθά, 6 αδικών άρα καί ό άδικος ειδείη αν οποία αγαθά και όποια κακά· τό δέ γε υπέρ των τοιουτων εἶδέναι ἔστιν ἴδιον του '< φρονίμου καί τής φρονήσεως· άτοπυν δη συμβαίνει το τω άδίκω συμπαρακολουθέω τό μεγιστον αγαθόν την φρόνησιν.
"Η ου κ αν δόζειεν παρακολουθεΐν τφ αδίκφ ή β φρόνησις; ού γάρ σκοπεί ό άδικος ούδε δνναται κρίνε ιν το άττλώ? αγαθόν καί τὰ αύτω αγαθόν, ὰλλὰ διαμαρτάνει. της δε φρονήσεως τοΰτο εστι, τό β όρθώς δύνασθαι ταΰτα θεωρεΐν, όμοιως ώσπερ επί των κατ’ ιατρικήν τό μεν απλώς υγιεινόν καί τό νγιείας ποιητικόν οϊδαμεν άπαντες, ότι ελλεβορος καί τό ελατήριου καί αι το μαι καί αι καύσεις ύγιεινά είσιν καί νγιείας ποιητικά, ὰλλ’ όμως ού κ εχομεν την Ιατρικήν επιστήμην ου γάρ ἔτι οΐδαμεν τό καθ’ έκαστον αγαθόν, ώσπερ ό ιατρός οΐδεν τινι ἔστι τοΰτ αγαθόν καί πότε καί πώς διακειμενψ· εν τοΰτω γάρ ήδη ή ιατρική επιστήμη, τὰ μεν ούν απλώς ύγιεινά είδότες όμως ούκ εχομεν οΰδέ παρακολουθεί ή μιν ή ιατρική επιστήμη.
Ως δ’ αΰτως ό άδικος, ότι μεν ούν απλώς καί ή 7 τυραννίς αγαθόν καί ή αρχή καί ή εξουσία, οΐδεν ὰλλ’ ει αυτό) αγαθόν ή μή, ή πότε, ή πώς δια-κειμενψ, ούκετι οΐδεν. τοΰτο δ’ ἔστιν μάλιστα τής φρονήσεως, ώστε τφ άδίκω ου παρακολουθεί ή φρόνησις, αίρείται γάρ τάγαθά, ύπέρ ὥν αδικεί, •
• Powerful drugs which only an udept can employ with safety and success.
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good ; ll follows that he who inflicts an injury and is unjust will know the nature of good tilings and of evil things. But knowledge of this kind is the pi erogativo of the prudent .ind of Prudence ; whence follows the absurd inference that Prudence, that greatest of good things, accompanies the unjust man.
5	Or should we not rather deny that· Prudence accompanies the unjust; since (as it seems) he does not consider or discern (1 he ililfei ence between) wltal is absolutely good and what is good for lu'mself, but fulls into error concerning it ?
<1 The fact is, that the power of Prudence l'ighMy to distinguish what is good finds, a parallel in the realm of medicine. We all know what is absolutely and essentially healthful and health-giving ; that such, (for instance,) are hellebore and dateriuin0 and the applications of knife and cautery. And yet we lack the science of medicine ; since we are still ignorant of what is good in particular cases. Wc do not know for whom a particular treatment is good, or when, or under what conditions. All this the physician knows : for without it medical knowledge is not complete. Thus, even while knowing what is absolutely healthful, we yet lack medical science ; the general knowledge does not involve the particular.
7	Now this is exactly the case of the unjust man. He knows that supreme power, and rule, and authority are in themselves good things ; but he is still in ignorance whether for him they be good or not; or {if they are) when they are good and under what conditions. This lntter knowledge is the special province of Prudence or Practical Thought; wherefore she is no companion of the unjust. The good things he chooses as the sphere of his injustice are 579
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τὰ απλώς αγαθά, ου τα αύτώ αγαθά, ό γάρ πλούτος καί ή αρχή απλώς μεν αγαθόν, αύτω μέντοι. Ίσως ούκ αγαθόν εύπορήσας γάρ καί άρξας πολλά κακά αντος έαντώ ποιήσει, καί τοι? φιλοις· οι5 γάρ δυνησεται αρχή όρθώς χρήσασθαι. ίο "Εχει δέ και τούτο απορίαν και σκέψιν, πότερόν 8 ἔστι προς τον φαΰλον αδικία, ή ου. ει γάρ ή μεν αδικία ἔστιν εν βλάβη, ή δέ βλάβη εν στερήσει των αγαθών, ούκ αν δόξειεν βλάπτειν τὰ γάρ αγαθά α αύτω οιέται είναι αγαθά, ούκ αγαθά εισίν ή γάρ 11 αρχή καί ό πλούτος τον φαΰλον ου δννάμενον αύτοΐς χρήσθαι όρθώς βλάψει· ει συν αυτόν βλάψει παρα-γενόμενα, ό τούτων στερίσκων ούκ αν δόξειεν άδικεΐν. ό δή τοιοΰτος λόγος δόξειεν αν εΐναι 9 παράδοξος τοΐς πολλοΐς ■ πάντες γάρ βίονται και αρχή καί δυνάμει καί πλούτω δυνατοί εΐναι χρή-20 σθαι, ούκ όρθώς ύπολαμβάνοντες. δήλον δέ τούτο 10 και εκ τον νομοθέτον ό γάρ νομοθετης ού πόσιν επιτρέπει τὰ άρχειν, άλλ’ ώρισται καί ή ηλικία καί ή ευπορία ήν δει ύπάρχειν τω μέλλοντι άρχειν, ως ού δυνατόν ον παντ'ι άρχειν ύπάρξαι. ει δη τις άγανακτοίη ότι ούκ άρχει ή ούδείς αύτόν εα 25 κυβερνάν, “ ού γάρ έχεις” εϊποι αν τις " ονδεν τοιοΰτον εν τη ψυχή ὥ δυνήση καί άρχειν καί κυβερνάν.” ή έπί μεν του σώματος όρώμεν ον 11 δυναμένους ύγιαίνειν τους τὰ απλώς αγαθά προσ-φερομένους, άλλ* ει μέλλει τις ύγιαίνειν τό σώμα τό φαΰλον, ύδωρ αύτω πρότερον καί ολίγα σιτία 80 προσενεκτέον τω δέ τήν ψυχήν φαυλην ἔχοντι προς τό μηθέν κακόν εργάζεσθαι ούκ υφεκτέον καί
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those which are in ilieinselvt's good, not lliosu which lire good for hinistlf. I’m· nc-lics and rule iu-c good things absolutely, yet perhaps not such for him. By obtaining' wealth and rule he inn)' bring much evil upon himself uml Ins friends ; wnce he may not prove competent rightly io use· liis power.
8	Λ further problem which arises for our consider,·!- u> < tion is wlu-Lht-i· one can or cannot commit injustice against a bad man. For if injustice involves harm, and harm involves deprivation of what is pood, it Mould seem that- one cannot hurt α had man ; because the good tilings which he considers good for himself are not really so. Rule and riches will harm the bad man who cannot use them aright; so that if their presence hurts him, it would seem that one who
9	deprives him of them does him no injustice. Such an argument will indeed seem strange to the majority ; because all imagine themselves able to make use of
10	rule and power and wealth. But they are mistaken, as is shown among other things by the practice of legislators. Legislators do not entrust rule to every man, but define the age and property that qualify for rule ; it being impossible, as they suppose, to leave open the right of ruling to all. If then anyone were to express indignation at being debarred from rule, or not permitted to steer a ship, the answer might well be, that he has none of the mental qualifications for
11	the one task or the othei·. When men are ailing in body, we see that they cannot recover health by treating themselves with things absolutely and essentially good. An ill body can only become sound if the patient is first placed on a diet of water and scanty food. And if a man’s soul be ill, to save him from doing evil deeds, must he not all the more refrain
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11M S πλούτον καί αρχής καί δυνάμεως καί απλώς των τοιοντων, οσω εύκινητότερον καί εύμεταβολώτερον φυχή σώματος; ώσπερ γαρ ό φαύλος τό σώμα όντως ήν επιτήδειος διαιτάσθαι, και ό φαΰλος την φυχήν όντως επιτήδειος διάγειν, μηθεν των τοιον-
3.·, των ἔχων.
"Εχει δέ και το τοιοΰτον απορίαν, οἶον έπειδα,ν 12 μη ή άμα πράξαι τάνδρεΐα και τα δίκαια, πάτερ’ αν τις πράξειεν; εν μεν δή ταΐς φυσικαίς άρεταΐς 1200 α εφαμεν την ορμήν μόνον [δοΐν] την προς το καλόν ύπαρχειν άνευ λόγον ὥ 8’ ἔστιν αΐρεσις, εν τω λόγω και τφ λόγον εχοντι έστίν. ώστε άμα τό έλέσθαι [«αι] παρέσται και ή τελεία αρετή υπάρξει, ήν εφαμεν μετά, φρονήσεως είναι, ούκ άνευ δε τής 5 φυσικής ορμής της επί τό καλόν, ούδ’ εναντιώ- 13 σεται αρετή αρετή, πεφυκεν γαρ ύπείκειν τφ λόγω,
[ή] ως οντος προστάττει, ώστ εφ’ δ αν οντος άγη, επί τούτο αποκλίνει, το γὰρ βελτιον οΰτός ἔστιν ό αΙρούμενος. ούτε γαρ άνευ τής φρονήσεως αι άλλαι άρεταϊ γίνονται, οϋθ’ ή φρόνησις τελεία άνευ ιο των άλλων αρετών, ὰλλὰ συνεργοΰσί πως μετ' αλλήλων επακολουθοΰσαι τή φρονήσει.
Ούχ ήτταν δέ καί τα τοιαϋτα άπορήσεται, πότε- 14 ρόν ποτε καί επί των αρετών όντως έχει ώσπερ επί τών άλλων αγαθών των τ έκτος καί τών περί σώμα, υ. ταϋτα γαρ εις υπερβολήν γινόμενα χείρους ποιεί, οΐον πλούτος πολύς γενόμενος ύπερόπτ ας καί * *
° c. xxxiv. 23-26 above.
* As in Nie. VI. xiii. 5, φρόνησις and (ορθός) λόνο? are treated as interchangeable terms. See notes on I. i. 1,
I. xxxiv. 1,26 above; also Nic. V. i. 2, where the ορθός λόγος
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from riche», rule, power, and the like, m proportion as the soul is a thing more easily moved mill more readily changed than the body ? For even as we saw that a sp.'iriiiR diet was the fitting one for 11 man whose body is ill, so a frugal life- without Midi “ tfood things ” as those is the one which best befits a man ailing in soul
12	Another type of difficulty is ihe choice' between acting bravely, nr justly, when both at once are im- in Conflict possible Now we have stated that in the case of those virtues which arise by nature, the mere im pulse towards
whal is good exists apart from reason; hut where there is choice, that choice abides in the rational Principle and in the rational part of the soul “ So that only whe'n choice is present .shall we find that complete Virtue which we said was associated with Prudence or Practical Thought, though there mu.st also be the
13	natural impulse towards good. And Virtue cannot be m opposition to Virtue ; since its very nature is to obey rational Principle. Wherever this leads, in that direction therefore Virtue inclines ; since rational Principle it is which chooses what is better, in fine : the other virtues cannot come into being without Prudence, nor can Prudence herself be complete without the other virtues, which collaborate with one another whilst they follow her lead.”
14	Another kind of question which equally demands (s^Canwr^ an answer is whether the virtues resemble other good bTcms ot things—the weal of body and estate—in the following Virtue? respect. These latter, if enjoyed in excessive measure, render men worse. Great riches, for example, have
been known to make them proud and disagreeable ;
is compared to the science of Medicine, and & τον λόγον Ιχων to the phybician (Burnet, ad loo.).
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άηόεΐς έποίηαεν ομοίως δέ καί επί των άλλων αγαθών, αρχής τιμής κάλλους μεγέθους, ποτερον 15 οΰν και επ' αρετής ούτως έχει, ώστε εάν τινι δικαιοσύνη ή ανδρεία εις υπερβολήν παραγενηται, χείρων ἔσται, ή ου; (ου, )> φησίν.1 αλλ’ αιτο μεν τής αρετής τιμή γίνεται, ή δὲ τιμή μεγάλη γινομένη χείρους ττοιεΐ· ώστε δήλον δτι, φησίν, αρετή εις επί-δοσιν βαδίζονσα μεγέθους χείρους ποιήσει· της γάρ τιμής ή αρετή αιτία, ώστε και ή αρετή ποιοίη ὰν χείρους μείζων γινόμενη.
Ἦ τοΰτο ούκ αληθές; τής γάρ αρετής ει και 16 άλλο πολλά ἔστιν έργα, ώσπερ καί ἔστιν, και τοΰτο εν τοΐς μάλιστα, τό τοΐς άγαθοΐς τούτοις καί τοΐς τοιούτοις δύνασθαι όρθώς παραγενομένοις χρήσθαι· ει δη ό σπουδαίος παραγενομένης αύτω ή τιμής ή αρχής μεγάλης μή χρήσεται ορθώς τούτοις, ούκέτι αν εϊη σπουδαίος· ουτε δη ή τιμή ούτε ή αρχή ποιήσει τον σπουδαΐον χείρω, ώστε ούδ* ή αρετή. τὰ δ' ολον έπειδήπερ ήμΐν εν αρχή διώρισται, στι 17 είσίν αι άρεται μεσότητες, καί ή μάλλον αρετή μάλλον εστι μεσοτης· ωατ ουγ ἔτι χείρω ποιήσει εις μέγεθος ή αρεττι ίοΰσα, άλλα βελτίω · ή γάρ μεσάτης ένδειας και υπερβολής τής των παθών ήν μεσάτης.
IV. Ύαΰτα μεν μέχρι τούτου· μετά δέ ταΰτα 1 άναγκαΐόν ἔστιν έτέραν άρχήν ποιησαμένοις λέγειν υπέρ εγκράτειας καί άκρασίας. ώσπερ δε [καί] ή άρετή καί ή κακία αδταί είσιν άτοποι, ωσαύτως
1	mss. η οΰ, φησίν. Bonitz and Bussemnker insert <οΰ>. I prefer to bracket φησίν with Scaliger and TUmsauer. The άλλ’ then introduces un objection to the second alternative,
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and so it is with the oilier goods—power and honour,
15	beauty and stature. Js this, then, true of Virtue also ?
If a man possesses Justice or Courage in excessive measure, will lit be a worse ninn ? Surely not. Nevertheless, honour is tfip fruit of Virtue ; and if men enjoy great honour they become worse. It is therefore plain, we five told, that. Virtue when it advances in degree, -will make men worse ; for the virtue is the cause of the honour, and is therefore by its own increase responsible for the result.
16	But surely Lius is not true. Many, indeed, ave the properties of Virtue ; yet chief amonp; them all is that, of enabling us to make right u^e of such goods ns these when they befall us. If then the virtuous man, when great honour or power befall him, does not make right use of them, he will be a virtuous man no longer. Seeing, therefore, that neither honour nor power can make a really good man worse, much
17	lets can Virtue have that, effect. And spenkin# generally, since we originally defined the virtues· as mean states ; and the better thr virtue, the nearer it approaches the perfect mean : it follows that Virtue, as it advances in degree, will make a man better instead of worse ; for the me«m state of which we spoke was a just mean betwixt excess and deficiency of the various passions.
(JVVi·. VII. VI. i.)
1	IV. Having dealt with these questions, we must now states akin treat of Self-Control and Self-Indulgence. These we must approach from a different standpoint.® As both the virtue and the vice arc anomalous, ουr treatment °	. begin a fresh part of the subject,” RackhamiiWc.
VII.	i. I). Note that Nic. (or Eud.) commences more logically with the classification that here follows in g 8.
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αναγκαία ν και τούς περί τούτων λόγου? λεχθησο-μενους άτοπους γίνεσθαι- ον γαρ ομοια η αρετη 2 αυτή εστιν rats άλλαις. εν μεν γαρ ται? αλλαις επί ταύτά και 6 λόγος και τα πάθη όρμώσιν και ούκ εναντιοννται άλλήλοις, επί δέ ταντης εναντιοΰν-ται άλλήλοις ο τε λόγος και τα πάθη.
Ἔστι δέ τρία τα εν τή φυχή γινόμενα, καθ’ α Ζ φαύλοι λεγόμεθα, κακία άκρασία θηριότης. υπέρ μεν ουν κακίας καί αρετής τί άστι και εν τισιν, εϊρηται ήμίν εν τοις επάνω- ννν 8ε νπερ ακρασιας και θηριότητος λεκτάον αν εϊη.
V.	Ἔστιν δὲ ή θηριότης νπερβάλλουσα τις κακία, J όταν γάρ τινα παντελώς Ιδωμεν φαΰλον, ούδ' άνθρωπόν φαμεν είναι άλλα θηριον, ως ονααν τινα κακίαν θηριότψα. ή δὲ άντικειμένη αρετή ταύτη2 ἔστιν ανώνυμος, ἔστιν δ’ ή τοιαντη νπερ άνθρωπον ουσα, οἶον ηρωική τις καί θεία, ανώνυμος δέ ἔστιν αυτή ή αρετή, ότι ούκ εστιν θεού αρετή- ό γάρ θεός βελτίων τής αρετής καί ού κατ αρετήν^ εστι σπουδαίος- οντω μεν γάρ βελτιον εσται η αρετή 3 του θεοΰ. διό ανώνυμος ή αρετή ή τή κακίμ τή θηριότητι άντικείμενη, θάλει δέ τή τοιαύτη αντί-κεΐσθαι ή θεία καί υπέρ άνθρωπον- ώσπερ γάρ καί ή κακία ή θηριότης υπέρ άνθρωπον εστιν, οΰτω καί ή αρετή ή άντικειμένη.
VI.	Υπέρ δε άκρασίας καί εγκράτειας πρώτον χ (αν) δεοι είπεΐν τά άπορούμενα καί τούς εναν-τιουμενους λόγους τοΐς φαινόμενος, όπως εκ των
* So that, strictly speaking, it is not a Virtue at all. Cf
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2	of them must needs be anomalous alio ; for the virtue of Self-control is unlike the other virtues. In the case of the others, the impulse of reason and of the passions is in tile same direction ; there is no antagonism between them. Out in the case of this virtue, reason and the passions, aie in opposition to one another."
3	Now among the phenomena presented by the soul, there arc three which cause men to be styled bad.
These are Vice, Self-Indulgence, and Bestiality. Of the nature and provinces of Vice and Virtue we have spoken above ; it remains for ns to speak of Self-Indulgence and of Bestiality.
1	V. Be&tialily is a kind of vice winch exceeds all Umtiniay measure. For when we behold a man who is utterly
bad, we say that lie is not a man but a beast—imply-
2	ing that bestiality is a species of vice.6 But the virtue opposed, to it lias no name ; such virtue is of a superhuman kind, fit for a hero or a god. It in nameless because Virtue is not really preclicable of God. For God is better than Virtue itself; His goodness is not good-
3	ness in accordance with Virtue, or else Virtue would be something better than He. Therefore we assign no name to the virtue which is opposed to Bestiality, but regard it as a godlike one, which is beyond the measure of a man. For even as the vice of Bestiality is beyond human measure, so is its opposing virtue.
1 VI. In dealing with Self-Indulgence and Self- aoif-Control, our best method will be to state first the ^"^uIlt®Bnr'n difficulties they raise and the arguments which are opposite, brought against tlie received views of them ; so that Nic. IV. ix. 8 ούκ am 8’ ouS’ ή εγκράτεια αρετή, άλλα rtj μικτή, End. II. xi. 1 eon δ’ αρετή και εγκράτεια έτερον.
11 In JVif. VII. i. 2-4, v. 5-6, it is shown that Bestiality is not really a Vice, since those who exhibit it are devoid, like beasts, of any rational Standard.
ARISTOTLE
άπορου μενών καί ενάντιου μόνων λόγιον συνεπι-σκεφάμενοι καί ταΰτα εξετάσαντες την αλήθειαν ύπέρ αυτών εις τό ενδεχόμενον ‘ίδωμεν pq.ov γὰρ ούτως ίδεΐν τ αληθές ἔσται.
Σωκράτης μεν ουν ό πρεσβύτης άνήρει ολως και 2 ούκ εφη άκρασίαν εΐναι, λέγων ότι ούθείς είδώς τὰ κακά ότι κακά είσιν έλοιτ αν 6 δέ άκρατης δοκέ ι, είδώς οτι φαΰλα είσίν, αίρεΐσθαι όμως, αγόμενος υπό τον πάθους, διά δη τον τοιοΰτον λόγον ον κ φετ είναι ακρασίαν ου δή όρθώς. άτοπον γάρ τω 3 λόγοι τοότω πεισθέντας άναιρεΐν τὰ πιθανώς γινόμενον άκρατεΐς γάρ είσιν άνθρωποι, καί αυτοί είδότες οτι φαΰλα όμως ταΰτα πράττουσιν.
Έπει δ’ οΰν εστιν άκρασία, πότερον ό άκρατής 4 επιστήμην τινὰ έχει, ή θεωρεί καί εξετάζει τα φαΰλα; ὰλλὰ πάλιν ούκ αν οόξειεν. άτοπον γάρ το κράτιστον καί βεβαιότατον των εν ήμΐν ήττάσθαι υπό τινός· επιστήμη γάρ πάντων των εν ήμΐν μονιμώτατόν εστι καί βιαστικώτατον ώστε πάλιν δ λόγος ούτος εναντιοΰται * * τω1 μη εΐναι επιστήμην.
5Αλλ* άρά γε επιστήμη μεν οϋ, δόξα δέ; ὰλλ’ 5 ει δόξαν έχει ό άκρατής, ούκ αν εΐη φεκτός. ει γάρ φανλόν τι πράττει μή άκριβώς είδώς ὰλλὰ 1 Reading <ώατ αύ>τω (Susemihl).
« Socrates is called ό πρεσβύτη; in End. I. y. 15, and ό γέρων in End. VII. i. 14 to distinguish him from Σ. ό ι>«ύτ«ροϊ {Metaphysics, V. xi. j cf Plato, Theaet. 147 c, Soph. 218 8, Pol. 257 c follA a contemporary of Theaetetus, and probably a student in Plato’9 “ Academy ” (Lutoslawski, Origin of Plato's Logic, p. 55). For the view of Socrates see Grant on Nic. VII. ii. 1, who cites Plato, Protag. 352 n and 857 e. Cf also I. ix. 7 above, and note thereon.
588
MAGNA MOEALIA, Π. νι. 1-5
after considering these and critically examining them we may discern as far as we can the true nature of the opposed qualities. This we shnll find the easiest approach to the truth.
(A7c. VII. = Jiud. VI. ii.)
2	Now Socrates the elder a simply swept away the Problems, notion of Self-Indulgence, declaring that there was
no such thing. For he said that none would choose Sell· ^ evil knowing that it is evil; whereas the self-indulgent posses*'1 mas seems to know that evil is bad, and yet to Knowledge? choose it under the influence of passion. From this reasoning, then, he concluded that the vice of Self-Indulgence does not exist.
3	But surely he was mistaken. It is absurd for us in deference to such an argument as this to deny what in all appearance exists. For there are self-indulgent men, and they do what is bad, though themselves know it to be such.
4	Assuming, then, that Self-Indulgence exists, does the self-indulgent man possess a species of knowledge whereby he surveys moral evil and examines it critically ? Bat this again seems impossible. It is absurd to suppose that the best and most firmly-grounded of our faculties should be overcome by something else ; for of all those faculties, Knowledge is at once the most steadfast and the most forceful.
This argument then supports our contention that the self-indulgent is not possessed of Knowledge.
β Can it Be, then, that while devoid of Knowledge he yet possesses Opinion ? If, however, the self-indulgent man possesses Opinion, we should not justly blame him. For if without accurate Knowledge he commits wickedness under the influence of Opinion,
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δοξωζων, συγγνώμην αν τι? άποδοίη προσθεσθαι τή ηδονή καί πραξαι τα φαύλα, μη ακριβώς είδότα οτι [οϋ] φαύλα είσίν, άλλα δοξάζοντα· οΐς δέ ye 6 συγγνώμην εχομεν, τούτους ου φεγομεν' ὥστε ό άκρατης, εϊπερ δόξαν έχει, ούκ ἔσται φεκτός. ὰλλ’ ἔστιν φεκτός.
Οἱ δή τοιοΰτοι λόγοι άπορείν ποιοΰσιν. οι μεν β γάρ ούκ εφασαν εἶναι επιστήμην, άτοπόν τι γάρ συμβαίνειν εποίουν οι δε πάλιν ούδέ δόξαν, καί γάρ οΰτοι άτοπόν τι πάλιν [εποίουν] συμβαίνειν. ίο ’Αλλὰ δή και ταΰτ αν τις άπορήσειεν «rei γάρ η δοκεΐ ό σώφρων καί εγκρατής είναι, πότερον τφ σώφρονί τι ποιήσει σφοδράς επιθυμίας; ει μεν ούν ἔσται εγκρατής, σφοδράς δεήσει αυτόν εχειν επιθυμίας (ού γάρ αν εϊποις εγκρατή, όστις μέτριων επιθυμιών κρατεί)· ει δέ γε σφοδράς [μή]1 ἔξω u επιθυμίας, ούκετι ἔσται σώφρων (ό γάρ σώφρων ἔστιν ό μή επιθυμών μηδέ πάσχων μη θ εν).
“Εχει δέ και τὰ τοιαΰτα πάλιν άπορίαν. συμ- β βαίνει γάρ εκ των λόγων καί τον άκρατή ποτε επαινετόν εΐναι καί τόν εγκρατή φεκτόν. έστω γάρ τις, (φησίν, διημαρτηκώς τω λογισμφ, καί δοκείτω 20 αύτφ λογιζομενω τὰ καλὰ εἶναι φαύλα, ή δ* επιθυμία άγετω επί τὰ καλά· ούκοΰν ό μεν λόγος ούκ εάσει πράττειν, ύπό δὲ της επιθυμίας αγόμενος πράσσει (τοιοΰτος γάρ ήν ο άκρατής)· πράξει άρα τὰ καλά, ή γάρ επιθυμία επί ταΰτα άγετω (6 δέ 25 λόγος κωλνσει· διαμαρτανετω γάρ τφ λογισμφ των
1 μ-η is bracketed by Rassow and Susemihl. It appears to destroy the sense.
• See I. xxxiv. 1, and note there.
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we should pardon his clearing to pleasure and committing the wickedness on the ground that he does not accurately know that it is wickedness, but is of opinion (that it is not) And those whom we pardon we do not blame ; so that if the self-indulgent possesses Opinion, he will not be deserving of blame.
Yet deserve it he does.
C Arguments of this kind, then, lead us into difficulties.
Some of them sought to prove that the self-indulgent had not Knowledge, by deducing an absurdity (from his possession of it) ; others again refused him even Opinion, again by deducing· an absurdity.
7	Another difficulty that may be raised is this. To tile man of Tempeiance we attribute alsoSelf-Control. seif-Can anything cause such a man to feel strong desires ? cont,ollwn On the one hand, if lie is self-controlled, such desires
lie must have ; since one would not call him self-controlled if the desires he controls are no more than moderate. On the other hand, if he has strong desires, he ceases to be temperate ; for the temperate man is one who lacks desire, and passion of any kind.
8	A further kind of difficulty is the following. It may (3) Ones actually be argued that at times the self-indulgent always"1'"1 deserves praise and the self-controlled, blame. For
we are asked to imagine a man whose reasoning is in error, and leads him to believe that what is good is bad ; while his desire draws him towards the good.
Rational Rule,® then, will forbid him to do the good ; but he does it under the influence of desire ; this being oor definition of the self-indulgent. This man, therefore, mil do what is good, since we suppose that his desire draws him thereunto, though rational Principle will hold him back, since we premise that he reasons wrongly about good. It follows that such a 591
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καλών)· ονκοΰν οντος ακρατ·ης μέν ἔσται, επαινετός μέντοι· ή γάρ πράττει τα καλά, επαινετός, ατοπον δή τό σνμβαΐνον.
Πάλιν δ’ αν διαμαρτανετω τω λόγω, και τα καλά θ αύτώ μη δοκείτω καλά εἶναι, ή δ’ επιθυμία άγέτω επί τὰ καλά· εγκρατής δε γε ἔστιν ό1 έπιθνμών so μεν, μη πράττων δε ταΰτα δια τον λόγον ούκοΰν ό διαμαρτάνων τω λόγω* των καλών κωλύσει ών επιθυμεί πράττειν, κωλύει αρα τα καλά πράττειν (επί ταΰτα γάρ η επιθυμία ηγαγεν) · ό δέ γε τὰ καλά μη πράττων δέον πράττειν ψεκτός· ό άρα εγκρατής ἔσται ποτε ψεκτός, ατοπον δη καί οΰτω το σνμβαΐνον.
S5	Πότερον δ’ η άκρασία καί ό άκρατης έν άπασίν 10
εστιν καί περί πάντα, οἶον περί χρήματα καί τιμήν και οργήν καί δόξαν (περί γάρ ταΰτα πάντα δοκοΰσιν άκρατείς εΐναι), η ου, αλλά περί τι άφ-ωρισμένον ἔστιν η άκρασία, άπορήαειεν όίν τις. b Τὰ μεν ούν την απορίαν παρέχοντα ταΰτ' έστίν αναγκαίου δε λΰσαι τάς άπορίας. πρώτον μέν ούν 11 την επί της επιστήμης· άτοπον γάρ έδόκει εΐναι επιστήμην ἔχοντα ταύτην άποβάλλειν ή μετά-πίπτειν.
Ὁ δ’ αντος λόγος καί επί της δόξης· ούθέν γάρ 12 διαφέρει δόξαν εΐναι ή επιστήμην ει γάρ ἔσται ή δόξω σφοδρά τω βέβαιον εΐναι καί άμετάπειστον, ούθέν διοίσει τής επιστήμης, δόξης εχούσης το πιστεύειν οΰτως ἔχειν ως δοξάζονσιν, οἶον Ήρά-
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man, though self-inrliil^ciil·, Mill yet de.senr praise ; for lie is pvaisewurlliy in that lie does what is good.
The conclusion is of eouise absurd.
U Once mure let us suppose a man’s Principle to be in cimr, mid good not to be good in his opinion ; but let desire draw him lowarcU Ihe good. And let him be a mnn of self-control—one who desires, but on account, of his Principle refrain** from doing In this case liis Principle, which is m eiroi concerning good, will prevent him from doing wlmt lie· desires, and therefore fiom doing good, since it was towards good that his desire drew him, But he who does not good when good should be done is win thy of blame. Wherefore the self-controlled man is at. times blameworthy. This conclusion is, like the other, absurd.
10	Finally it may be asked whether Self-Indulgence ^ and the self-indulgent arc revealed on every kind ofofs.ii-uccasion and in every province—those, for instance,
of property, honour, temper and pride, matters in all of which men ai e reckoned to show Self-Indulgence —or is tlie fault-confined, on the contrary, to some particular sphere ?
(Me. VII. =Eud. ΛΙ. iii.)
Such, then, are the questions which raise difficulty ;
11	and these difficulties it behoves us to resolve. And Mgomaybe
first, the difficulty concerning Knowledge; for it	.
seemed absurd that a man who possessed Knowledge
should oast it aside, or change.
12	The same holds good of Opinion ; it is indifferent which we suppose a man to have. For if Opinion through its firm and tenacious quality be very strong, it will not differ (in effect) from Knowledge, since Opinion involves belief that things are as we opine them to be. Such for instance was the “ Opinion
a Q
VOL·.
593
ARISTOTLE
κλειτος ό Ἔψέσιο? τοιαύτην ἔχει δόξαν υπέρ ών αύτω εδόκει.
ίο Ονθέν δέ άτοπον τω άκρατεΐ, οΰτ ει επιστήμην 13 e'^ei οΰτ €ἱ δό£αν οί,'αν λίγο μεν, πράττειν τι φαΰ-λον. ἔστι γάρ το επίστασθαι διττόν, ὥν το μεν ἔστι τήν επιστήμην ἔχειν (επίστασθαι γάρ φαμεν τότε, όταν τις επιστήμην εχη), τὰ δ’ ετερον το ενεργεΐν ήδη τη επιστήμη, άκρατης οΰν ἔστιν ό if. ἔχων τήν επιστήμην των καλών, ου κ ενεργών δε αυτή· όταν οΰν μη ενεργή τή επιστήμη ταύτη, 14 ούδεν άτοπον αυτόν εστιν πράττειν τὰ φαΰλα εχοντα την επιστήμην, δμοιον γάρ εστιν ώσπερ επί των καθενδόντων. οΰτοι γάρ εχοντες την επιστήμην όμως εν τω ϋπνιυ πολλά δυσχερή καί πράττουσι και πάσχουσιν. ον γάρ ενεργεί εν ’*ο αύτοΐς ή επιστήμη, ωσαύτως δ’ επι του άκρατους, ώσπερ γάρ καθειλοντι εοικεν, και τή επιστήμη ούκ ενεργεί, λύεται δή1 απορία ούτως, ήπορεΐτο γάρ ιβ πότερον ό άκρατης εκβάλλει τότε την επιστήμην ή μεταπίπτει, άτοπον γάρ άμφότερα δοκεΐ είναι.
’Αλλά πάλιν εντεύθεν αν γένοιτο φανερόν, ώσπερ 25 εφαμεν εν τοΐς άναλυτικοΐς, εκ δύο προτάσεων γίνε-σθαι τον συλλογισμόν, και τούτων είναι την μεν πρώτην καθόλου, τήν δὲ δευτεραν ΰπο ταύτην τε και επί μέρους, οἶον επίσταμαι πάντ άνθρωπον πυρέττοντα υγιή ποίησαι· οιWool δε πυρεττει· επίσταμαι άρα καί τούτον υγιή ποιήσαι. εστιν οΰν 1 Reading δή <ij> (Stu>emihl).
“ Of. Republic, IX. o. i.
6 Afialytica priora, Ι., II. Cf An. pr. I. iv. 25 b 3s3:
“ When three Terms are so related that the third (e.g. this man) is contained by the second (e.g, fevered) and the
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of Herndeitus of Ephesus touching those mailers on ■which Ik* hold one.
1!) But then· is nothing absurd in llie notion that the self-indulgent docs evil though lie possesses Knowledge, or Opinion of the kind we luno mentioned.
There are in fact Uo different grades of knowing.
One is the mere possession ot' Know lectjre ; for when a mnn possesses Knowledge, 've say that lie knows.
The other is its active use. Now one who posiess.es Knowledge of what is good, l>ut makes no active use
14	of it, is self-indulgent; so that while he is thus inactive there is nothing absurd iu the notion that he does evil though possessing· this Knowledge. His case is like that of sleepers, who though possessing the knowledge (of good) yet botli do and suffer many unpleasant things in their sleep ; since then· Knowledge is inactive." And so it is with the selt-indulgcnt.
He is like a man asleep ; his Knowledge is inactive.
15	Thus then we solve oui· difficulty, which was whether the self-indulgent loses for a time his Knowledge, or changes ; either alternative seeming absurd
The difficulty can also be solved ia the light of our (2) The treatise on the Syllogism.6 We there explained that p^nvtee deductive reasoning depends on two premisses, the but first being general, and the second subordinate to it not tho and particular. For example	Minor;
“ I know how to cure all sufferers from fever ;
“ This man suffers from fever :
“ Therefore, I can cure this man.” second contained (or excluded) by the first	cui able by
me) we have a perfect Syllogism (tins man is (or is not) curable by me).” The first Term predicated of Ihe second gives the major or general ]’remiss i the second predicated of the third gives the minor or particular Premiss (.In. pf. I. i.
24 b 10).
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) 6 τή /lev καθόλου επιστήμη επίσταμαι, τή S’ επί μέρους ου. γίνεται, οΰν αμαρτία τω την επιστήμην 1β ἔχοντι καί ενταύθα, οἶον άπαντα μεν τον πυρέτ-τοντα υγιή ποίησαι, {επίσταμαι'), el μέντοι, οντος πυρέττει, ου κ οἶδα. ωσαύτως τοίνυν επί τον άκρα-τοΰς του την επιστήμην έχοντας ή αυτή αμαρτία , συμβήσεται. ενδέχεται γάρ τον άκρατή την μεν καθόλου επιστήμην εχειν, ότι τὰ τοιαΰτα φαΰλα και βλαβερά, μη μέντοι γε ότι έστιν ταΰτα φαΰλα1 επί μέρους είδέναι, ώστε ούτως έχων την επιστήμην άμαρτήσεται· έχει γάρ την καθόλου, τήν δ’ έπι μέρους ου.
Ούδέν ουν άτοπον ούδ’ ου'τω συμβήσεται επί του Π άκρατους, τον έχοντα την επιστήμην φαΰλόν τι πράττειν. ἔστι γάρ ως επί των μεθυόντων. οἱ γάρ μεθυοντες, όταν αύτοΐς ή μέθη απαλλαγή, πάλιν οἱ αυτοί είσίν ούκ έξέπεσεν δ’ αυτών ό λόγος ούδ’ ή επιστήμη, άλλ’ έκρατήθη υπό της μέθης, άπαλλαγέντες δέ τής μέθης πάλιν οι αυτοί είσίν. ομοίως οΰν έχει ό άκρατης [πάλιν]. επικράτησαν γάρ τό πάθος ήρεμεΐν έποίησε τον λογισμόν όταν δ’ άπαλλαγή τό πάθος ώσπερ ή μέθη, πάλιν ό αυτός έστιν.
Ἦν δέ καί άλλος τις λόγος επί τής άκρασίας ος 18 παρεΐχεν απορίαν, ως επαινετού ποτε του άκρατους έσομένου καλ φεκτοΰ του εγκρατούς, ου συμβαίνει δέ τοΰτο. ου γάρ έστιν οϋτ εγκρατής οϋτ άκρατής
1 Reading ταΰτα τοιαΰτα for ταΰτα φαΰλα or τα φαΰλα mss.
“ i.e. where Ι know the first or rnnjoi Pmni.ss^but not the second or minor. Perhaps one might suggest ianv οΰν οΰ,
“ there is a case where," for εατιν olv o mss. It is rather awkward to take ϊατιν o til's.L as the object of general 596
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No-\v there lire rases vlicn· Γ possess the general 18 knowledge, but lack 1lu‘ pni’lieiilur " : and il is just hero that IIIc possibility of ι·π·οι· liri for the mini who possesses Knowledge. “ Γ know,” lie s.iys, 11 Ikiw to cure all sufferers from fever : hut, whother this man suffers fiom fvvor, 1 know not,” And in llic snme way fin Jiluntioiil error nuiy ncour in tlie cuse of the
general Knowledge, that a whole class of things is evil and hurtful, and jet not know in piivtieulur th;it this ον that belongs to such class. Anil so lie will 1)(_* liable to enoi· although he possesses this Knowledge ; fnr he possesses the general kind, but not the particular.
17	Here ajjain we see that no absurdity is involved-in the case of the self-indulgent who does evil while possessing moral knowledge. His fuse is like that of men intoxicated. When they are rid of their intoxication, they are themselves »«am. Neither rational Principle nov Knowledge has deserted them, but intoxication has proved victorious over these ; and when they are freed from it, they are again themselves.
So it is, then, with the self-indulgent. His passion has overcome his reasoning power and reduced it to inaction ; but when, like intoxication, the passion has passed away, he is himself once more.
18	We mentioned another argument on the subject of g) seif-Self-Indulgence which suggested the difficulty that o™po8«ite the self-indulgent might on occasion deserve praise
and the self-controlled deserve blame. The inference to thu Mnu is false. It is not the man deceived by a faulty
knowledge, and then as the (different) object of particular knowledge as the sense seems to demand.
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ό τώ λόγω διεψευσμόνος, άλλα ό λόγον ἔχων ορθόν καί το vtω τα φαύλα όντα κρίνων καί τὰ καλά, καί άκρατης μιν ό τω τοιούτω λόγω απειθών, εγκρατής δέ ό πειθόμενος και μη υπό των επιθυμιών άγό-μενος· ούδε γάρ ω τινι ου δοκεΐ τον πατέρα τνπτειν αισχρόν είναι, επιθυμών1 δέ τνπτειν, 6 τούτου άπεχόμενος εγκρατής ἔστι- ώστε ει μή ἔστιν επί ίο των τοιούτων μήτε εγκράτεια μήτε άκρασία, ονδ' αν επαινετή ε’ίη ή άκρασία ουδέ ψεκτή ή εγκράτεια, ώσπερ εδόκει.
Έ,ισι δέ των άκρασιών αι μεν νοσηματικαι αι δε »0 φύσει, οἶον νοσηματικαι μεν αι τοιαΰται· είσ'ι γάρ τινες οι τίλλοντες τρίχας * ** διατρώγουσιν. ει offv τις ταύτης της ηδονής κρατεί, ούκ ἔστιν επαινετός, ούδε ψεκτός, εΐ μή κρατεί, ή οι) σφοδρά γε. φύσει δέ, οἶον υιόν ποτε φασι κρινόμενον εν δικαστήριο), οτι τον πάτερα τνπτοι, άπολογεΐσθαι λάγονθ' ότι " καί γάρ οντος τον εαυτού πατάρα,” καί απο-,φυγεΐν δή· δοκεΐν γάρ τοΐς δικασταΐς φυσικήν εΐναι την αμαρτίαν, ει δη τις8 τού τόν πατάρα τνπτειν κρατοίη, ούκ επαινετός. ού δη τάς τοιαύτας 21 ζητοΰμεν νυν ακρασίας ούδ' εγκράτειας, άλλα καθ' ας ψεκτοί απλώς καί επαινετοί λεγόμεθα.
1 Or adopting Susemihl’s conjecture <ούκ> ίνιθυμ&ν, “ because he has no desire."
s Suscmihl suggests (.έτεροι S' Svvvas> (Xir. has τριχίον rOureis καί όννχατν rpw£eis), “pluck off their hairs, or of others who chew their nails.”
3 Perhaps we thould read <toioOros> ns “ Such an
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Principle that is either self-oonLrullcd οι hiill-iiululgcnt, bid, the inun who possesses 111*.· righl Principle n and thereby judges of evil and good. He who disobeys this viglit Principle is self-indulgcnh, while be who obeys it and is not led by his desires is self-controlled. For it is not the ninn who deems it no disgrace to strike his father, and yet refrains from doing so in 19 spile of his, desire, who is self-couti oiled , and if in such cases lliere can be neither Self-Control nor Self-Indulgence the paradox of the former ΛομTying blame and the latter praise is avoided.
(xY/V. VII.=Eud. VI. v.)
20	Therr are forme of self-indulgence which are no morbid, and others again which are implanted by nature. Of morbid self-indulgence we may take as mf nn example that of some people who pluck off their haivs and chew them. Now one who masters this ®“: pleasure doea not deserve praise, nor if he fails to master it does he deserve blame, or at any rate much blame. Of self-indulgence implanted by nature we may take for example that of the soil who, we are told, was brought into court on a charge of striking his father. He defended himself by the plea that, the father had treated his own father in the same way b; and he was acquitted, as the jury accounted the fault as natural or congenital. One, then, who should overcome the desire to strike his father would deserve
21	no praise for it. Such kinds of self-indulgence and self-control as these are not the object of our inquiry, but only those which render us liable to unqualified blame or praise.
ARISTOTLE
30 Ἔστιν Se των αγαθών τα μεν εκτός, οἶον πλούτος αρχή τιμή φίλοι δόξα, τα δ’ αναγκαία καί περί σώμα ἔστιν, οἶον αφή τε και γεύσις [ό οΰν περί ταΰτα άκρατης, οΰτος απλώς αν [καί] άκρατης δόξειεν εἶναι,] και ήδοναΐ σωματικαί·1 * + και ήν ζητοΰμεν άκρασίαν, ήδη περί ταΰτα δόξειεν (α,ν}
.τ, είναι, ήπορεΐτο δε περί τί ποτ’ εστιν ή άκρασία
Πορΐ μεν οΰν τιμήν ου κ ἔστιν άπλώς άκρατης· 22 επαινείται γάρ πως ό περί τιμήν άκρατης· φιλότιμος γάρ τις [έστἱν]. το δ’ όλον λεγομεν καί ειτι τών τοιοντων τον άκρατή προστιθεντες, περί τιμήν 1202 b άκρατής ή δόξαν ή οργήν, άλλα τω άπλώς άκρα rei ου προστίθεμεν περί α, ως υπάρχοντας αντώ και φανερού οντος άνευ τής προσθεσεως, περί α εστιν εστιν γάρ περί ήδονάς καί λνπας τάς σωματικής ό άπλώς άκρατής.
β Αήλον δε και εντεύθεν, ότι περί ταΰτα ή άκρασία· 23 επε'ι γάρ ψεκτός 6 άκρατής, ψεκτά εἶναι δει τὰ υποκείμενα· τιμή μεν οΰν και δόξα και αρχή και χρήματα και περί όσα άλλα άκρατεΐς λέγονται, ούκ εισιν ψεκτά, αι δ’ ήδοναί αἱ σωματικαί ψεκταί· διό εικότως 6 περί ταΰτας ων μάλλον τοΰ δέοντος, οΰτος άκρατής τελεως λέγεται.
1 Placing (with Rassow and Susemihl) the wordi. Γ ό οΰν δόξων είναι ι after σωματικοί. ή&oval is Rassow’s emendation of otov αι (mss.). The whole pussage down to Sotaev <άν> είναι looks like an ink-r|)olation. II anticipates the result of the discussion in § 23, and I have bracketed it in the translation.
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(Λ>. \ H.=AW. VI, i, )
Now of good thinfis. some nrc external, as rifliPs. 0) Tim power, hiinniu·, fnt'itils, ιχ·ριιΙ ution j others m-i- hound a|E< of up -with (Μιν bodily nature, as 1ouch and taste [ami all r< bodily pleasure''. The man the» who Κ leJf-intlulffent, is Ho<biyU> jn IIicsp last may be consiilnni! self-indulgent \iitliout ρ|*«·>|ί·\ further (jualific.ition ; and we may consider ihat. they arc the piovinee of Ituil Self-Indulgence about winch we ave inquiring], Awl we asked ourselves the question, with which good tilings in particular Self-Indulgence is concerned.
22	Now no man is self-indulgent in the inu]ti:ilitied π·ι, u,-sense regarding honour : for one who hm-in iiitliil.ifeK [J,®]„ himself is praised; we mil him a lover of honour. bpHen>snf Yet even in the ease nf such tilings as those we do in "l"m common parlnnee use the word “ self-indulgent,” though with a qualification ; we x;iy that ii mail indulges himself in honour or reputation or ten ι pci.
But ν hen a man is self-indulgent in the unqualified meaning of the term, we do not specify wherein he is self-indulgent; this being already presupposed and plain without such specifies!ion. For the man of unqualified t>elf-indulgence is self-indulgent in the province of bodily pleasures and pains.
23	And we have a further reason for assurance that this is the proper province of Self-Indulgence. Since the self-indulgent is liable to blame, the material with which he deals must be so liable. Now no blame is attached to honour and reputation and power and wealth, and oilier things wherein men are said specifically to be self-indulgent. The pleasures of the body, however, are liable to blame: so thaLwe are reasonable in speaking of one w ho is concerned with these io an ex cessive degree as self-indulgent without qualification.
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Ἑ7τειδή δέ έστι των περί τα άλλα άκρασιών 24 λεγομένων ή περί τήν οργήν ουσα άκρασία ψεκτό-τάτη, ιτότερον ψεκτοτέρα ἔστιν ή περί την οργήν η ή περί τὰ? ήδονάς;
Ἔστιν ο5ν ή περί την οργήν άκρασία όμοια των παίδων τοΐς προς τό διακονέω προθύμως εχουσιν καί γάρ οδτοι, όταν ε’ίπη ό δεσπότης “ δδο μοι,” τη προθυμία έξενεχθέντες, προ του άκοΰσαι α δει δούναι, εδωκαν, καί εν τη δόσει διήμαρτον πολ-λάκις γάρ δέον βιβλίον δούναι γραφείου εδωκαν. όμοιον δέ πέπονθε τουτω ό της οργής άκρατης· 25 όταν γάρ άκούση το πρώτον ρήμα ότι ήδίκησεν, ώρμησεν ό θυμός προς τό τιμωρήσασθαι, ούκετι άναμείνας άκοΰσαι πότερον δει ή ου δει, ή οτι γε ονχ οντω σφοδρά, ή μεν οδν τοιαΰτη ορμή προς 2β οργήν, ή δοκεΐ άκρασία εἶναι οργής, ού λίαν επι-τιμητεα εστίν, ή δέ προς [τήν] ηδονήν ορμή ψεκτή γε. ἔστιν γάρ διαφοράν εχουσα1 προς ταύτην διὰ τον λόγον, ος άπ οτ ρέπει τον μή πράττε ιν, ὰλλ’
, όμως πράττει παρά τόν λόγον διὰ ψεκτή έστι μάλλον τής δι οργήν άκρασίας. ή μεν γάρ δι’ οργήν άκρασία λύπη έστίν (ούδείς γάρ όργιζομενος ον λνπεΐται), ή δέ δι’ επιθυμίαν μεθ' ηδονής- διό μάλλον ψεκτή· ή γὰρ δι ηδονήν άκρασία μεθ’ ύβρεως δοκεΐ είναι.
Πότερον δέ καί ή εγκράτεια καί ή καρτερία ταν- 27 ι τόν ἔστιν; ή ου; ή μεν γάρ εγκράτεια εστι περί
1 Or, leading <η> before irpos ταύτην, “For the propensity towards pleasure is different through its relation to reason.
ARISTOTLE
1202 b ήδονάς καί δ εγκρατής δ κρατών των ηδονών, ή Se καρτερία rrepi λύπας ό ΥαΡ καρτερων ^ και υπο-μενων τάς λύπας, οντος καρτερικός εστιν.	>
Πάλιν ή άκρασία καί ή μαλάκια ουκ εστιν ταυ-28 τόν ή μέν γὰρ μαλάκια έστιν και ο μαλακός ο μη ss ύπομενων πόνους, οόχ άπαντας δὲ αλλ ου? αναγ-καίως αν άλλος τις νπομεινειεν, ο δ ακρατης ο μη δυνάμενος ύπομενειν ήδονάς, άλλα καταμαλακιζο-μενος καί υπό τούτων άγομενος.
“Εστιν αν πάλιν τις καλούμενος ακόλαστος· πό- 20 1208 a τερον ουν ό ακόλαστος [άκρατης] καί ό άκρατης ό αντος; η ου; ό μεν γάρ άκόλαστος τοιοΰτός τις οΐος ο’ίεσθαι, α πράττει, ταΰτα καί βέλτιστα είναι αντίο καί συμφορώτατα, καί λόγον ουδενα εχειν εναντιούμενον τοΐς αντίο φαινομενοις ήδεσιν ό δέ .·, άκρατης λόγον εχει ος εναντιονται αύτω, εφ' α η επιθυμία άγει.
Ilorspos δε ενιατότερος, έ άκόλαστος η ό ά- 30 κρατής; οντω μεν οΰν δάξειεν αν ίσως ονχ ό άκρατης· ό γάρ άκόλαστος ενιατότερος· εί γάρ αύτφ λόγος εγγένοιτο δ διδάξων ότι φαΰλα, ούκετι ίο πράξει· τψ δε γε άκρατεΐ υπάρχει δ λόγος, καί όμως πράττει, ώστε αν δ τοιοΰτος δόζειεν ανίατος είναι.
Άλλα πότερος διακειται χείρον, φ μηδέν αγαθόν 31 τι υπάρχει, (ή φ αγαθόν τε τι υπάρχει)1 καί τα 1 The words )η brackets are added by Bonitz. *
* Or “ Softness ” (Grant anil Rackham).
4 So rendered by Marchant in Thucydides W.it. I. 61. c This MiggisLion is controverted below, § 42. (So Nic. Vlf. ii. 10 is conected by VII. vjj. 2, \iii. 1.)
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the province of Self-Control is (bodily) pleasure, and the self-controlled is one who masters it; uhcm'is Endurance deals with pain. l or lie who end hi os and bears pain is α man of endurance.
28	Nov again are Self-mdulgence and Feebleness « one ,m<i ts„u. and the same. Feebleness and the feeble man can-
not bear hardships; those haulships, I mean, which rHiiieum another would endure with resignation 6 The self-indulgent oil the other hand is one who cannol. bear pleasures ; it is they which make him “ feeble ” and lead him astvay.
(Xic. XU, = Kurt. VS. vm.)
29	There is, moreover, a type of man whom we style Hnw Heir, profligate. Is. then, such a mnn as. this identical with λ"»."1.ΐΐ’,ηη the self-indulgent ? Surely not. Fm· ll is character- PioiiiBwy istic of the profligate man that he believes what lie
does to be lie best and most advantageous fov himself ; nor does he possess any Principle that opposes what he deems pleasant. The self-indulgent on the other hand possesses a Principle whirli opposes him {when he turns) whither his lust leads.
30	Of these two types, the profligate and the self-indulgent, which is more amenable to treatment ?
The following considerations seem to suggest that it is not the self-indulgent, but the profligate.' For if a rational Rule were set up within him which showed him that his deeds were evil, lie would cease to do them ; whilst the self-indulgent possesses that Hule or Principle and yet does evil; so that one might regard him as incurable.
31	On the other hand, which is in a worse state, he who has nothing good in him, or he who has something good, but also such vices as we have described. ?
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κακά τ αΰτα; ή δήλον on εκείνος, και δ σαι ye ο Ttjtiiώτερον κακώς διακειται, ἔστι τοίνυν ό μέν άκρατης αγαθόν εχων τον λόγον ορθόν δντα· ό δέ ακόλαστος ου κ 'έχει. ἔτι εστϊν ό λόγος έκαστου 32 αρχή· του μεν οΰν άκρατους ή άρχή τιμιώτατον ον εΰ διακειται, του δέ άκολάστου κακώς· ώστε χείρων αν εϊη ό άκόλαστος του άκρατούς.
Ἔτι ώσπερ και επί της θηριότητος ή? ελεγομεν 33 κακίας ούκ εστιν ίδεΐν εν θηρίω οδσαν, ὰλλ’ εν άνθρώπατ ή γὰρ θηριότης όνομά εστιν τη ύπερβαλ-λούση κακίψ—διὰ τί; δι ούδεν ή ότι άρχή φαόλη εν θηρίω ούκ εστιν ἔστιν δέ ή άρχή ό λόγος, επε'ι πότε ρος αν πλείω κακά ποιήσειεν, λέων, ή Διονύσιος ή Φάλαρις ή Κλέαρχος ή τις τούτων των μοχθηρών; ή δήλον ότι οδτοι; ή γάρ άρχή ενοΰσα φαύλη μεγάλα συμβάλλεται, εν δε θηρίω δλως ούκ εστιν άρχή. εν μεν οΰν τω άκολάστω 34 ενεστιν άρχή φαύλη, ή γὰρ πράττει φαύλα δντα και ό λόγος σύμφησιν ταΰτα και δοκεΐ αύτώ ταΰτα δεϊν πράττειν, εν αύτώ ή άρχή ενεστιν ούχ υγιής, διό βελτίων αν δόξειεν είναι ό άκρατής του άκο-λάστου.
Ἔστι δέ καί της άκρασίας δύο είδη, ή μεν 36 προπετική τις καί άπρονόητος καί εξαίφνης γινόμενη (οἶον όταν ίδωμεν καλήν γυναίκα, εύθεως τι επάθομεν, καί από τού πάθους ορμή εγενετο προς
For ορθοί λόγογ see notes on Ι. i. 7, I.
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Clearly the former ; and in just such measure ns the most precious part of him is corrupted. Now the self-indulgent is possessed of something good: namely of a right rational Principle a ; and this the profligate
32	man lacks. Moreover, whilst each possesses a rational Principle as his guide, m the self-mclulg'ent this guide—the most, precious thing be owns—is uncorrupt, but in the profligate it is corrupted ; so thut the latter is worse than the former.
33	Let us illustrate this by reference to the kind of vice which we termed Bestiality. It is not in α bensL that we behold it, but in man ; for we use Iho wove! to designate an excessive degree of (human) vice.
Now what is the reason of this ? Simply that in a beast there exists no evil guide (uf conduct) ; the guide (of conduct) being the rational Principle.''
For which of the two is more potent for mischief—a lion, or a pestilent man like Dionysius, Phalaris, Clearchus ? Obviously the latter. For the existence of an evil guide within is a mighty factor (in mischief): but the beast has no guide (of conduct), either good
34	or evil. On the other hand in the profligate mail such an evil guide undoubtedly exists. For inasmuch as he does what is evil, and his rational Principle consents thereto, and he believes that he ought to do what he does, the guide within him is diseased. Wherefore we may regard the self-indulgent as a better man than the profligate.
{Nic, VII. =£’«<?. VI. νη. 8, viii.)
35	Of Self-Indulgence moreover there are two forms, twojnod. One is headlong, unpremeditated, sudden ; as when I’LiHigonce. the sight of a fair woman inspires us with an immediate passion, and from this passion arises an
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1208 * τα πράξαί τι ὥν ΐσως ου Set), ή S' ετέρα οἶον ασθενική τις, ή μετά τον λόγον ουσα του άποτρε-ποντος.
3; Εκείνη μεν οΰν ούδ’ αν λίαν δόξειεν εἶναι ψεκτή· καί γάρ εν τοΐς σπουδαίοις ή τοιαντη εγγίνεται, εν 1203 b τοι? θερμοΐς καί ενφυεσιν ή δε εν τοΐς φυχροΐς καί μελαγχολικοΐς, οι δε τοιοΰτοι ψεκτοί, ἔτι τε 36 εστιν τω λόγω προλαβόντα μηθεν παθεΐν, ότι ήξω γυνή ευπρόσωπος, δει οΰν κατασχεΐν ο.ΰτόν. τω δη τοιουτω λόγιρ προκαταλαβυιν 6 εκ τής προσφάτου Γι φαντασίας άκρατης ούδόν πείθεται ουδέ πράζει οΰδίν αισχρόν, ό δε τω λόγω μεν εΐδώς ότι ου δει, προς δὲ την ηδονήν ενδιδονς καί καταμαλακι-ζόμενος, 6 τοιοθτος ψεκτότερος. ούτε γάρ 6 σπουδαίος ουδέποτε οΰτω γενοιτ αν άκρατης, ό τε λόγος προκαταλαβων ούκ αν Ιάσαιτο. ήγεμων γάρ ίο οΰτος εν αύτω υπάρχει, φ οϋτι πειθαρχεί, ὰλλὰ τή ηδονή ενδίδωσιν, και καταμαλακίζεται και εξ-ασθενεΐ πως.
Πότερον δ' ό σώφρων εγκρατής εστιν, ήπορήθη^ 37 μ εν εν τοΐς επάνω, νΰν δε λέγω μεν. ἔστιν γάρ 6 σώφρων και εγκρατής· ό γάρ εγκρατής εστιν ου μόνον ό επιθυμιών ενουσών ταυτας κατόχων διά
α Or, if with Spengel we transpose ^ Si ev tois ψυχροΐς after μελαγχολικοΐς, " if they be of α warm, vigorous anil bilious temperament; whereas the second is found in colder natures, and such natuies are deserving of blame.” In his note on Nir. VII. vii. 8, Grant explains thut “ both passionate impetuosity and cold .sluggishness were considered by the ancient physiologist to lie different manifestations ” of μέλαινα χολή (citing ProblemtUa, x\\. 1). Nic. indeed couples the μελαγχολικοΐ with the diets' and vponereis; but the author may have misreud him, or be seeking to correct him.
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impulse to act in a way which may well be wrong. The other is a weakling kind, which exists alongside of the Rational Principle that .seeks to prevent (wrong action).
Now the first of these would seem not to deserve any very great blame ; for it is found in good! men, if they be of a warm and vigorous temperament; whereas the second is found in cold and atrabilious natures, and such natures as these are deserving of
36	blame.0 Besides, if forewarned by reason,6 one can avoid the passion. “ A woman fair of face is coming : therefore one must control oneself. ’' Forewarned by such reasoning as this, the roan who loses self-control through some recent impression e will avoid passion, and will do nothing of which he need be ashamed. On the other hand, the type of man who though Principle tells him that some act is wrong, feebly surrenders to pleasure, is more deserving of blame. For a good man would, never yield to self-indulgence of this kind ; and even if reason forewarned such an one, it would not cure the evil. He has in fact Avithm him a leader whose command he disobeys, and surrenders instead to pleasure, acting the part of a weak and feeble man.
(Nk. VII .=Eud VI. iv. 6.)
37	We νίΐΐ now answer the question we raised above, whether the temperate man is self-controlled. He is ; and for this reason. The man of self-control is not merely one who possesses desires and yet restrains
b λόγος is here subjective, “ the reasoning power.” if. Nic. VII. vii. 8 vpoeyeipavres εαυτού; καί τον λογισμόν . .
* For φαντασία see Grant’s note on Nic. III. v. 17. It is the image or idea which a sense-impression leaves on the mind.
AHISTOTLE
τόν λόγον, άλλα και ό τοιοΰτος ών ο Γογ και μη ενουσών επιθυμιών τοιοντος εΐναι οΐος1 ει εγγε-νοιντο κατ έχε ιν. ἔστιν δέ σώφρων ό μη εχων επι- 38 θυμίας φαυλας τον τε λόγον τον περί ταντα ορθόν, ό δ’ εγκρατής ό επιθυμίας εχων φαυλας τον τε λόγον τόν περί ταντα ορθόν1 ώστ ακολούθησε ι τ to σώφρονι ό εγκρατής, καί ἔσται (ό}’ σώφρων (εγκρατής, ὰλλ’ ούχ ό εγκρατής σώφρων).* ό μεν γάρ σώφρων ό μη πάσχων, ό 8’ εγκρατής ό πάσχω ν καί τούτων κρατών η οΐός τε ών ιτάσχειν ουδέτερον δέ τοότων τω σώφρονι υπάρχει· δ ι ο ούκ ἔστιν ό εγκρατής σώφρων.
Πότερον δε ό ακόλαστος άκρατες εστίν, η ό 39 άκρατης ακόλαστος; ή ούδετερω ετερος άκολου-θεΐ; ό μεν γάρ άκρατης εστιν ου ό λόγος τοι? πάθεσι μάχεται, ό δ* ακόλαστος ού τοιοΰτος, ὰλλ ό τω πράττε ιν τὰ φαΰλα άμα τον λόγον σνμφηφον ἔχων οϋτε δη ό ακόλαστο? οΐος δ ακρατης ουθ ο άκρατης οΐος ό άκόλαστας. ἔτι δὲ καί φαυλότερος 40 ό άκόλαστος του άκρατους, δυσιατότερα γάρ τὰ φυσικά των ε£ έθους γενομενων (καί γάρ το έθος 1 Removing τοιοΰτος είναι otos as redundant.
® (στιν Si σώφρων . . . τον ιτερί ταΰτα ορ06ν\ these words give a narrower definition of i εγκρατής than is consistent with the following conclusion. I have therefore bracketed the translation of them. In JVio. VII. ix. we read that self-control is predicated of the temperate only by analogy.
“ The meaning of this confused and probably corrupt passage (§§ 37-38) seems to be that Self-Control is a power which exists independently of the activity of desire in the soul. Tile temperate passes this power, hut ure never culled upon to use it: because, unlike the genuinely self-controlled, 610
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Ihem under the guidance of ltational Hule. He is also one who even when he lias no desires is of such a character that if desires arose he could still restrain
38	them. [A man is temperate when he has no evil desires, and possesses the Rule which rightly judges of swell matters : whereas the man of self-control is one who, along with that Rule, has evil desinas.J “ Temperate ” therefore connotes “ Self-controlled ” ; and the temperate will have Self-Control though the (merely) self-controlled will not have true Temperance. For the temperate man is one λνΐιο feels no desires, while the self-controlled feels desires which he controls, or is at least able to feel them. Such desires the temperate neither feels nor can feel; wherefore the self-controlled is not truly tempeiate.”
(Of. lYie. VII. = #«<*. VI. i\. 7.)
39	Again, we ask whether the profligate man is self- s.ilf-iu. indulgent, or the self-indulgent profligate ? * Or does neither connote die other ? For the self-indulgent is one in whom Principle is at strife with passions, whilst in the profligate, on the contrary, Principle
is a consenting party to evil doing. The two are thus quite different from one another in character. Moreover, the profligate is worse than the self-indulgent.
40	For qualities implanted by nature tire less amenable to cure e than those induced by habit; since habit
they are free not only from evil desire but from the possibility thereof. The question of course arises, how one can be sure of the existence of a power which js never seen m exercise.
6 This section, which reverts to the questions raised in §§ 20-32 above, seems out of place here.
0	Cf § 31 and contrast § 30 above. Here it (.eems to be assumed that less curable evils are necessarily worse.
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διὰ τούτο δοκεΐ Ισχυρόν εἶναι, ἔτι εις ^ φύσιν καθ-ίστησιν) · ό μιν οΰν ακόλαστοί1 αυτοί το ιοΰτσςϋ ἔστιν οΐοί φαύλος τις τη φύσει εἶν αι, διὰ τούτο και από τούτου ό λόγος φαύλος έν αύτφ έστί- ὰλλ’ οὰγ μ ό άκρατης ούτως- ον γὰρ ότι αυτός τοιοΰτος ἔστιν, ό λόγος ου σπουδανος [φανλον γὰρ αυτόν έδει εἶναι, 1204 a ει αυτός τη φύσει τοι οντος ήν οΐος ό φαύλος)· ο 42 μεν [ο ν ν] άρα άκρατης εθει εοικε φαύλος είναι, ο oe άκόλαστος φύσει· δυσιατότερος δή ό ακόλαστος, τό μεν γάρ έθος άλλω εθει έκκρούεται, η δὲ φύσις ούδενι έκκρουεται.
5 Πάτερο ν δε έπείπερ έστιν ό άκρατης τοιοΰτος 43 [τι?] οΐος ειδέναι και μη διεφεΰσθαι τω λόγω, ἔστιν δε και ό φρόνιμός τοιοΰτος 6 τω λόγω τω όρθω εκαστα θεωρων, ττότερον [δ’] ενδέχεται τον φρόνιμον άκρατη είναι, η ου; απόρησειε γάρ άν τις τὰ είρημενα· εάν δε παρακολουθήσω μεν τοΐς έμπροσ-jo θεν ειρημένοις, ούκ ἔσται ό φρόνιμος άκρατης, εφαμεν γάρ τον φρόνιμον είναι ούχ φ ό ορθός λόγος μόνον υπάρχει, ὰλλ’ φ και τό πράττειν τα κατά τον λόγον φαινόμενα βέλτιστα· ει δέ πράττει τὰ βέλτιστα 6 φρόνιμος, οΰδ’ αν άκρατης εϊη ό φρόνιμος, ὰλλ’ ό τοιοΰτος δεινός μεν εστίν. διηρήμεθα γάρ 44 έν τοΐς επάνω τον τε δεινόν και τον φρόνιμον ως ετέρων όντων. περί μιν γάρ ταύτά· ὰλλ’ ο μεν 1 Perhaps <δτι> should be inserted here.
“ Cf· ‘‘naturatn lisjjellcs fui-ca, tamen usque rt'curret," Kornce, Ep. I. x. 2-1.
6 vSee I. xxxiv, 11, 12, 20 above.
• I. xxxiv. 00.
d i.e. τα ττ/ιακτά; ice Ι. χχχίν. 8.
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itself we reckon strong just because it becomes
41	a second nature. Now whertiis it is elianioLeristic of the profligate that he is evil by nature, tlie result and outcome of this is that the Rational Principle within him is evil. But with the self-indulgent, it is otherwise. I-Ic suffers from no vice of the Rational Principle arising from his innate character ; for were he by nature as the bad man is, his Principle too were
42	of necessit y bad. It seems, then, that while the self-indulgent is a man who is b;ul by habit, the profligate is bad by nature. And so the latter is less amenable to treatment; fur while one habit can be expelled by another, there is nothing which can expel a man’s nature."
(Nic. vn. = /-;«rf. vi. x.)
43	And since the self-indulgent is a man who knows π» seif· (what is right) and has not been deceived by his Principle, and the man of prudence is of simitar quality jirudMit, since he surveys everything in the light of right Principle ; is it possible for the prudent man to be self-indulgent > Not so: for whilst what we have (just) said might cast doubts upon the matter, if we are consistent
with our previous statements, we shall find that the prudent cannot lack self-control. For we laid it don n that the prudent was one who is not merely possessed of right Principle, but also performs what, when tested by that Principle, seems best.6 Now if the prudent man perform» what is best, lie cannot be self-indul-
44	gent. Such a man (—one, tlint is, who possesses right but may Principle but does not act in accordance with it—) 15 0 °yer may however be clever ; for between the merely clever man and the prudent we have already drawn
our distinction.0 Both have the same province α ; but 613
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> πρακτικός περί α δει, ο δ’ ον πρακτικός, τον οΰν δεινόν άκρατη ένδεχεται είναι (ου γάρ πρακτικός περί α και Set) ,1 τον φρόνιμον δ’ ονκ όνδεχεται άκρατή εἶναι.
VII.	Μετὰ δέ ταΰτα λεκτεον αν ε’ίη πΐρι ηδονής, 1 επειδήπερ υπέρ ευδαιμονίας ἔστιν ό λόγος, την δ’ ευδαιμονίαν οἴονται πάντες ήτοι ήδονην είναι και τό ήδεαις ζήν, ή ονκ άνεν γε ηδονής, οι δέ και τή ηδονή δυσχεραίνοντες και οίικ οιόμενοι δεΐν την ηδονήν εναριθμεΐσθαι τοΐς αγαθόΙς, αλλά τό γε άλνπον προστιθεασιν εγγύς οΰν τό άλυπους τής ηδονής εστίν.
Αιόπερ λεκτεον υπέρ ηδονής, ου μόνον δε διότι 2 και οι άλλοι οἴονται δίΐν, ὰλλὰ δή άναγκαΐον ήμΐν έστιν λέγειν υπέρ ηδονής, επειδή γάρ υπέρ ευδαιμονίας ήμΐν ἔστιν ό λόγος, την δ' ευδαιμονίαν διωρίκαμεν και φαμεν εΐναι αρετής ενεργειαν εν βίκο τελείω, ή δ’ αρετή ἔστι περί ήδονην καί λύπην υπέρ ηδονής αν εϊη άναγκαΐον ειπεϊν, επειδήπερ ούκ ἔστιν ή ευδαιμονία άνευ ηδονής.
Πρώτον μεν οΰν εϊπωμεν α τινες λεγοντες ούκ 3
1	Beading περί α καί δεινός with the mss. If δει be lead for δεινός (with Bieckher), “ does not connote Tight oction ” •
• i.e. a man may be clever at planning rig-ht acts, without ever doing them.
h The differing view, of Pleasure taken in Νιν. X. and Nie. VII. (= End. VI.) are noticed in the Introduction, pp. 4ii7, -139, 432. I have there mentioned that Susemihl, though treating jYiV. V., VI., VII. as in the main the work of Nicornachub, excepts this particular part of Bk. VII. 614,
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while it is the part of the latter to put into action what is right, the clever man <as such) does not act,
(but merely provides the conditions for action). He, therefore, may be self-indulgent, since his cleverness does not connote action within its province '*; the prudent, on the other hand, may not be.
(Me. vrr. =Hud. vi.Mi.4)
1	VII. We must now consider Pleasure, since we are On treating of Happiness, and since nil regard Happiness P)™’u as either identical with Pleasure or a pleasant life, or
at any rate as impossible without it. Even those wlio dislike the conception of Pleasure and would refuse it a place in the tale of things good, count nevertheless freedom from Pain among the constituents (of happiness) ; now a life free from Pain is very close to Pleasure.
2	For these reasons we must treat of Pleasure; and yet not merely because common opinion enjoins it. There is a further reason which makes it essential for us to deal with the subject For since we are treating of Happiness; and in our definition we state that Happiness is “ the activity of Virtue in a complete life ” ; and since Virtue deals with Pleasure and Pain :0 on this account we must needs treat of Pleasure, seeing that Happiness cannot be separated from it.
3	Let us begin then by recounting the arguments by
(xi.-xlv.). As an ancient commentary in the Vatican Library remarks the divergence, and attributes the identification of Pleasure and Happiness not to Aristotle hut to Kudemiis, the authorship of the latter may be provisionally accepted.
See Grant, Essay I., and note on Nic. VI[. xin. also Susemihl, Introd. to Eth. End. p. x.
‘ Cf I. iv. 1-6 ; vi. 1.
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1204 a
ο'ιονται δὲιν την ήδονήν ώϊ έν άγαθοΰ μέρει λαμ-βάνειν.
Πρώτον μιν γάρ φασιν εἶναι τήν ήδονήν γένεσιν, τήν δέ γένεσιν άτελές τι, τὰ δέ αγαθόν ουδέποτε 8Λ τήν τοΰ άτελαΰς χώραν έχειν.
Δεύτερον §’ ότι eiox rive? φανλαι ήδοναί, τό δ’ αγαθόν ουδέποτε έν φαυλότητι είναι.
Πάλιν ο'τι έν πασιν έγγίγνεται- /cat γὰρ έν τω φαύλω καί έν τόϋ σττουδαι'ω καί έν θηρίω καί έν βοσκήματι- τό δ’ αγαθόν αμιγές ἔστι τοι? φαΰλοις καί ον πολύ κοινόν * ο.1
1204 b Και ότι οὰ κράτιστον ηδονή, τό δ’ αγαθόν κράτιστον.
Καί ότι εμπόδιον τοΰ πράττειν τα καλά, τό δέ κωλυτικόν των καλών ου κ αν εἴη αγαθόν.
Πρώτον μέν ουν προς τό -πρώτον αν ειη λεκτέον, 5 προς την γένεσιν, και -πειρατέον τον λόγον τούτον λυειν δια τό μη αληθή είναι. ἔστι γάρ πρώτον μεν ου πασα ηδονή γένεσις. ή γάρ από τοΰ θεωρεΐν ηδονή γινόμενη ούκ ἔστιν γενεσις, ούδ' ή από του ακοΰσαι και (ιδεΐν και)3 όσφρανθήναι. ού γάρ εξ ένδειας γινομένη, ώσπερ επί τών άλλων, οἶον εκ τοΰ
1 Spengel thinks that <καΙ 3τι ήδοντμ ούκ ίστιν έπιστήμη > (which Ι have translated), or the like, has fallen out after πολνκοινόν. Cf § 26 below.
a <lZeiv καΙ> inserted by Suseraihl.
Λ See note on Greek text.
4	In Nic. VII. (End. VI.) xi. three views are distinguished : («) that no pleasure is a (food thing; lb) that most pleasures aie evil;
(c) that Pleasure is ftt any ι-ate not the highest good.
(u) was held by Speusippus, Plato’s successor; (h) by Pinto himself; and (o) by Nicomachus (X. ii., m.j. (See the notes 616
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which some thinkers support their refusal to reckon rii-nsuro Pleasure among things good.	‘κβιιΐκΐ
In the first place, they state that Pleasuie is a iwcm-m “ process of becoming ” ; that such a process is some- ·* Proi’csn of thing incomplete : and that in the realm of the in- n°coml'|i.r". complete there is no room for what is good.
Secondly, they tell us that there are certain evil pleasures; and that what is good has no place in im-mii moral evil.	.«euros,
Thirdly, we are told that Pleasure is enjoyed by all; by the bad man as well as by the good, and by by ai* alike; animals both wild and tame ; whereas what is good is no common possession, and cannot be shared by the bad.
Fourthly, that there is no scientific knowledge of Pleasure."	Science of
Fifthly, that ivhat is good is best of all things; and this, Pleasure is not; and	itum*
Sixthly, that Pleasure is a hindrance to noble action ; and whatever is such cannot be good.4 J* wmim»
4 We will begin by meeting the first of these objec- l°t!ons. tions, the (one which insists that Pleasure is a) process ; and will attempt to solve the difficulty by many proving the argument untrue. For in the first place, not every pleasure is a “ process of becoming.” The £*"t,^oti pleasure arising from mental contemplation is no Proce,8tl!‘· process, nor is that which arises from hearing and sight and smell. For these are not the consequence ofsome need or deficiency, as in the case of the others; those, for example, which follow eating or drinking, of Grant and Backham on the above passage). Only (<i) is here definitely propounded for discussion. Of the sk arguments by which it h supported, the second and the fifth are almost identical with (i>) and (e) above. The others are adduced against (a) by Eudemus.
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φαγειν ή mew. αΰται μέν γάρ εξ ένδειας και υπερβολής γίνονται, τω ή την ἔιδὲιαν ὰναπληροϋ-σθαι η της υπερβολής άφαιρεΐσθαι· διὰ γένεσις δοκεΐ εἶναι, ή δ’ ἔνδεια καί υπερβολή λύπη. λύπη α οΰν ενταύθα ένθα ηδονής γένεσις. επί δε γε τον ίδεΐν καί άκοΰσαι καί όσφρανθήναι ούκ ἔστιν προλυπηθήναι· ούδείς γάρ ήδόμενος τφ όράν ή τω όσφραίνεσθαι προελυπήθη. ομοίως δέ καί επί τής 6 διανοίας ἔστι θεωροΰντά τι ήδεσθαι άνευ τοΰ προ-λυπηθήναι. ώστ’ εΐη αν τις ηδονή ή ούκ ἔστι γένεσις.
Ει οΰν ή μεν ηδονή, ώς ό λόγος αυτών εφη, διά τοΰτο ούκ αγαθόν, οτ ι γενεσις, ἔστι δέ τις ήδονή, ή ούκ εστιν γενεσις, αυτή αν ε'ίη αγαθόν.
Τὰ δ’ δλον ούκ ἔστιν ονδεμία ήδονή γενεσις· ουδέ η γάρ αυται αι από τοΰ φαγεΐν καί πιεϊν ήδοναι ούκ είσί γενέσεις, αλλά διαμαρτάνουσιν οἱ ταντας φάσκοντες είναι τὰ? ήδονάς γενέσεις. οἴονται γάρ, επειδή της προσφοράς γινόμενης γίνεται ηδονή, διά τοΰτο γενεσιν εἶναι- ἔστι δ’ ον. επειδή γάρ ἔστι 8 της φυχής τι μέρος φ ήδόμεθα άμα τή προσφορά tLv εσμεν ενδεείς, τοΰτο τό μόριον τής φυχής ενεργεί καί κινείται, ή δέ κίνησις αύτοΰ καί ή ένέργειά εστιν ηδονή· διά δή τό άμα τή πρόσφορή, εκείνο τό μόριον τό τής φυχής ενεργεΐν, ή διά τήν αύτοΰ ενέργειαν, οἴονται γενεσιν εἶναι τήν ηδονήν τφ τήν προσφοράν δήλ^ν είναι, τό δέ τής φυχής μόριον άδηλον, δμοιον οΰν ει τις τον άνθρωπον θ οἴεται είναι σώμα, ότι τοΰτο μεν αισθητόν εστιν, ή 618
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These latter arise from deficiency οι· excess, either when the deficiency is replenished or when we are deprived of the excess ; and so we regard them as a pro-
5	cess. But deficiency and excess ave pain; so that where pleasure arises, there is pain. But in the case of sight and hearing and smell there is no previous pain ; for no one, who takes pleasure in seeing or in smelling,
6	suffers an antecedent pain. So, too, in the case of the mind's activity one can take pleasure in the contemplation of something without any antecedent pain. There is, therefore, a kind of pleasure which is not a process.
If, then, Pleasure, as its opponents declare, is not a good thing (merely) because it is a process : and if it is proved that there is a pleasure which is not a process, it follows that this pleasure is a good thing.
7	But more than this : no pleasure is ever a “ pro- »mi«fniiut cess of becoming.” Not even these pleasures which ;fi™wuhi<t arise from eating and drinking are processes, but “Β0Γ^,|'“''ιΓΘ those who declare them to be such are quite mistaken Pro'cLs ί They suppose that because pleasure is felt when our
need is in process of being supplied therefore the
8	pleasure <itself) is a process. But this is not so. For whereas there is a part of the soul in which we feel pleasure contemporaneously with the supply of what we lack, this part is in activity and movement; and its movement and activity are Pleasure. And so because this part of the soul is in activity when the need is being supplied, or again merely because it is in activity, some fancy that the pleasure is a process ; the supply being manifest to them, whilst the
0 part of the soul concerned is not. It is just like believing that a human being is all body, because the body can be perceived while the soul cannot; whereas 619
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δέ φυχή ου- ἔστι δέ γε καί [ή] φυχή. ομοίως δὲ 35 καί επί τούτον εστιν γάρ μόριον τι της φυΧψ Φ ήδόμεθα, ο άμα τη προσφορά ενεργεί. δίο ονκ ἔστιν ούδεμία ήδονή γενεσις.
Καί άποκατάστασις δέ, φασίν, els φύσιν αίσθητη. 10 καί γάρ μη άττοκαθισταμενοις els φύσιν εστιν ήδονη· το γάρ άποκαθίστασθαί ίστι το του ενδεούς 1205 a τη φύσει, τούτου την άναπλήρωσιν γενεσθαι, ἔστιν δέ, ως φαμίν, μη δντα ενδεά ήδεσθαι· η μεν γαρ ἔνδεια λύπη, άνευ δε λύπης καί προ λύπης φαμεν ήδεσθαι· ώστ ούκ αν εΐη ή ήδονη άποκατάστασις λ του ενδεούς- ενδεες γάρ επί των τοιούτων ηδονών ούδε'ν.
“Ωστε ει διότι μεν γενεσις ή ήδονη ούκ αγαθόν εδόκει είναι, ούκ εστιν δὲ ούδεμία ηδονή γενεσις, αγαθόν αν εΐη ή ήδονη.
’Αλλὰ μετά τούτο ού πάσα, φασίν, ήδονη αγαθόν. 11 συνίδοι δ’ αν τις καί υπέρ τούτου ούτως, επεί γάρ τάγαθόν φαμεν εν πάσαις ταΐς κατηγορίαις λεγε-ιο σθαι (καί γάρ εν ουσία καί εν τφ π ρος τι καί ττοσω καί πότε καί ολως εν άπάσαις), ήδη γ’ εκείνο φανερόν, κατά πάσας γάρ αγαθού ενεργείας ήδονη τις ακολουθεί, ωστ* επειδή το αγαθόν εν πάσαις
“ αποκατάστασή (or κατάστασκ. Met. Ι. xi. 1) is no doubt a process (yfaais), ami therefore, according to S§ 7-9, no pleasure can be identified with it. The author, however, leaves this to be inferred! specifically, lie only 620
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he is in fact soul as well as body. And so it is in the present case ; for there, exists a part of the soul which is the seat of Pleasure, and this is active when the need is being supplier!.—Thus we have proved that no pleasure is a “ process of becoming/’
10	Again, some speak of Pleasure us a “ jx-rceptible restoration to a natural stale.” But tho fact is that we feel pleasure even when we arc not undergoing such “ restoration.” Bettoration is the milking good of what our nature lacks; but as we lmc vnul, one may feel pleasure without being in need; for need or deficiency is pain, and we assert that we tod pleasure apart from pain and before pain. This pleasure, therefore cannot be a “ restoration of something w lack”; since in the case of such pleasures, Ihere is nothing lacking."
It follows that if Pleasure was considered to be no good thing (merely) because it is a process ; and it is now proved on the contrary that no pleasure is a process : Pleasure must then be something good.
(§§ ll-lfi contain but little of liiideiniis.)
11	Next, we are told thal “ not every pleasure is a t,0 (-■) timt good tiling.” The error of this objection also can be seen from the following considerations. Since we computes assert that “good” inay be predicated, in all categories—in Substance, Relation, Quantity, Time, and the re9t6—the case of Pleasure too becomes at once clear. For every activity of Good is accompanied by a pleasure ; so that since Good is predicated
proves that the definition will not cover all kinds of pleasure.
h hee I, i, 18, 19 above, and ef. Nk. t. vi. 3 and Ει id. I. viii. T.
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!0δ a ταΐί κατηγορία!?, καί ηδονή αν εΐη αγαθόν1· ωστ υ επειδή^ έν τούτοι?2 μέν τάγαθά καί ηδονή, η δ’ από των αγαθών ηδονή ήδονή, ὰγαθόν αν εΐη πάσα ήδονή.
"Αμα δι δήλον εκ τούτου ότι καί διάφοροί τω 12 εἴδὲι αἱ ήδοναί είσίν. διάφορο ι ^ὰρ «αι αι κατ-ηγορίαι, έν αἶ? ἔστιν ήδονή. οι) γα/5 ώσπερ επί των επιστημών έχει, οἶον τής γραμματικής ή άλλης ήστινοσούν. εάν έχη γάρ Αάμπρος την γραμ-20 ματικήν, ομοίως [δέ] διακείσεται ύπό τής γραμματικής ταντης 6 γραμματικός άλλω ότωοΰν ἔχοντι γραμματικήν, οι)(δὲ) δύο είσϊν διάφοροι αἱ γραμ-ματικαί, ή τ’ εν Αάμπρψ καί εν Ίλεί.* ὰλλ’ επί τής ήδονής ουχ ούτως, ή γάρ από τής μέθης ήδονή καί ή από του συγγινεσθαι ούχ ομοίως δια-Μ τιθέασιν. διό διάφοροι τω είδει δόξαιεν αν είναι αι ήδοναί.
’Αλλά δη καί διότι φαΰλαί είσιν ήδοναί τινες, καί 13 δια. τοΰτο ούκ εδόκει ή ήδονή αύτοΐς αγαθόν είναι, τό δὲ τοιοΰτον καί ή τοιαύτη κρίσις ούκ ίδιάς ἔστιν ήδονής, αλλά καί επί φύσεως καί επιστήμης, ἔστι 80 γάρ και φύσις φαύλη, οἶον ή των σκωλήκων καί ή
1	Reading εν άπάσαιν (Rassow) for αγαθόν mss, This alteration mends the logic; but in any case the argument (which is not found in End.) seems to rest on two doubtful assumptions : (1) that the plea-sure which accompanies any category of Good must itself belong to that category, and
. (2) that there is no pleaeure that does not accompany an “ activity of Good.’' In Eud. ΥΠ. v. the existence of evil pleasures is expressly recognized; ao, too, m § IS
2	Reading εν toCs airais (Rassou1) for εν τούτοιs mss. a Some mss. read N^Aef.
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in every category, Pleasure too must bo so predicable.
Thus we conclude that as good tilings and Pleasure are found together, and the pleasure which comes from good things is indeed Pleasure.', eveiy pleasure is a good tiling.
12	It is at Ihe same time clear from this consideration that pleasures also differ in their form or kind ; for so do the categories in which they are found. Jt is quite otherwise with grammar and knowledge in iN various brandies. If Lamprus possesses a knowledge of grammar, the effect upon him of this knowledge will be the same us its effect on anyone tilse who possesses it; nor are the grammatical knowledge m Lamprus and that in Ileus “ of two different kinds.
Not so with Pleasure. The pleasure*, {for example,) which is given by strong drink and that which arises from sexual intercourse differ in their effects upon us ; and it would therefore seem that pleasures differ in kind.
13	b Again, the existence of certain pleasures which and that are base has been another ground for this belief .Γ?ι?ωβ that Pleasure is no good thing. Neither the fact however nov the criticism grounded on it can be confined to Pleasure, but must apply also to natural Knowledge products and to knowledge.* Some natural products abIimi ; are base—as maggots and beetles and vermin in
° See note on Greek te'ct. Wilamowitz remarks that a certain Neleus was the friend and lieir of Theophrastus.
This rending would point to a kte date for the treatise.
(R. Walter m the Kssay mentioned m the Introduction.)
1 This Section might follow naturally after § 10.
• of me. vir. mu, i?.
AKISTOTLE
των κανθάρων καί ἔλω? ή των άτιμων ζώων, ὰλλ’ ου διὰ τούτο ή φύσις των φαύλων · ομοίως δ’ είσί H καί έπιστήμαι φαΰλαι, οἶον αἱ βάναυσοι, αλλ’ όμως ού διὰ τούτο φαΰλον ή επιστήμη, ὰλλ’ αγαθόν τω yivet και επιστήμη και φύσις, ώσπερ γάρ ούδ’
Γι άνδριαντοποιόν θεωρείν δει ποιος τις εστιν εξ ών άπετυχε καί κακώς είργάσατο, ὰλλ’ εξ ὥν εδ, ούτως ούδ’ επιστήμην ουδέ φύσιν ούδε άλλο ούδεν ποιόν τί εστιν εκ των φαύλων, αλλ' εκ των σπουδαίων.
> 'Ομοίως δε καί η ήδονη τω γίνει αγαθόν εστιν, 15 επεί ότι γε είσιν φαΰλαι ήδοναί, ουδέ ημάς λανθάνει, επεϊ γάρ καί φύσεις των ζώων εισίν διάφοροι, οἶον καί φαύλη καί σπουδαία, οἶον η μεν ανθρώπου ι. σπουδαία ή δε λύκου η τινος άλλου θηρίου φαύλη, ομοίως δ’ έτερα φύσις Ιππου καί ανθρώπου και όνου καί κυνός, η δε ήδονη ἔστι καταστασία εκ του 16 παρά φύσιν εις φύσιν εκάστω την αυτού· ώστε τοϋτ αν εϊη ίδιον, ττ} γε φαύλη φύσει ή φαύλη ηδονή, ού γάρ έστι τ αυτόν καί ίττπω καί άνθρώπω, ομοίως ούδέ τοΐς αλλοις· αλλ έπείπερ αι φύσεις διάφοροι, καί αἱ ήδοναί διάφοροι, ή γάρ ηδονή ήν άποκατάστασις, καί ή άποκατάστασις, φασίν, εις φύσιν καθίστη, ώστε της μεν φαύλης φύσεως ή κατάσπασις φαύλη, της δέ σπουδαίας σπουδαία.
α Of. J. G. Wood on the “ Burying Beetles ” : “ It is owing to the exertions of these little scavengers that the carcasses of birds, small mammals, and reptiles are never seen to cumber the ground, being buried at a depth of several inches, where they serve to increase the fertility of the earth instead of tainting the purity of the atmosphere.” Also J. H. Fabre on the “ Dor Beetles ” : “ Les services rendus par ces en-sevelkseurs sont d'une haute importance dans l’hygifcne ties champs * et nous, principaiix mteressfs en ce travail incessant depuration, 4 peine ticcordons-noui im ivgnnl didaigneux 624
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general Λ ; yet nature is nob on this account to be
U placed among things base. Likewise there are base kinds of knowledge, such as the mechanical; yet knowledge is not therefore a base thing ; both knowledge and nature belong to the class of good things. For just as one should not judge a sculptor’s quality from his bad and unsuccessful work, but from his good work, so the quality of knowledge or nature or anything else is not to be gauged by its base products, but by its good ones.
15	In like manner. Pleasure too belongs to the class of good things ; for (we are sure of this, though) we too are well aware that some pleasures are base. For different creatures have different natures, some for instance being base and some good : as the nature of man is good, and that of the wolf or other wild beast is base, while similarly the natures of horse, man,
16	ass, and dog are all different. But Pleasure, <it is maintained,) 4 is the “ restoration ” of every creature from what is unnatural to its own proper nature ; whence it follows that base pleasure is a tiling peculiar to a base nature. Pleasure is not the same thing for horse and man, or in general for one creature and another ; their natures differ, and so accordingly do their pleasures. For Pleasure, we were told, is a restoration, and a restoration restores us to our true nature ; hence the restoration of a base nature is base, and that of a good nature is good.
a. ces vaillants.” (The comparison is not made by Eudermis.) For contempt of mechanical skill and invention—tobeexpcctea in β slave-bused polity—cf Seneca, Epist. Mprnl. XIV. ii. 25.
* I insert the&e words to show that this is the opinion of the “ anti-hedonist,” here adduced arynmenti causa; not the view of the author himself. See § 10 uhove, and note thereon.
VOL. ιτ	2 S	625
AftiolU.
’Αλλ’ οἱ φάσκοντες εἶναι την ηδονήν ού σπου- 17 δαίον πεπόνθασιν οἶον οἱ μή είδότες τό νέκταρ is οίοντοι tows θεούς οίνον πίνειν και ούκ είναι τούτου ήδιον οὰδέν. τούτο δέ πόσχουσι διὰ τήν άγνοιαν. οι? όμοιον πεπόνθασιν οἱ πάσας τάς ήδονάς γενέσεις φάσκοντές εἶναι καί οὰ/f αγαθόν δια γαρ τό μη ειδέναι άλλας ήδονάς ὰλλ’ ή τὰ? σωματικός, τ αντος τε όραν γενέσεις τε ουσα? καί μή σπουδαίας,
20	ό'λω? ούκ οἴονται εἶναι την ήδονην αγαθόν.
Έπεί S' ούν ἔστιν ή ήδονή και καθιστάμενης της 18 φύσεως καί καθεστηκυίας, οἶον καθιστάμενης μεν αι έζ ένδειας αναπληρώσεις, καθεστηκυίας δέ αι από της οφεως καί της ακοής καί των τοιοντων ονσαι, βελτίους αν ε'ίησαν αἱ καθεστηκυίας τής κ φύσεως ένέργειαι· αι γάρ ήδοναί κατ άμφοτέρους λεγόμενοι τούς τρόπους ένέργειαι είσίν ώστε δήλον ότι at από της οφεως ήδοναί καί τής ακοής καί τοϋ διανοεΐσθαι βέλτιστοι αν ε'ίησαν, έπεί αἴ γε σωματικοί έξ αναπληρώσεως.
"Eτι καί τούτο έλέγετο, ότι ούκ αγαθόν τὰ γάρ 19 30 έν πόσιν είναι καί πάσι κοινόν ούκ αγαθόν, τό δη τοιοϋτον έπί φιλότιμου μάλλον καί φιλοτιμίας οίκεΐον έστίν. ο γάρ φιλότιμος ἔστιν ό μόνος βουλόμενος εχειν καί τω τοιούτω των άλλων ΰπερέχειν καί τήν ήδονην οΰν, ει μέλλει αγαθόν εΐναι, τοιοϋτον δεΐν είναι.
"Η ον, ὰλλὰ καί τουναντίον διά τούτο αν δόξειεν 20
“ Again the aVthor appears to be stating the view of his opponents, not his own ; the latter being that the pleasure is not the process of supplying a deficiency, but an activity of the soul while that process i*> going on. See §§ 7, 8 above.
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17	The mistake of tliose who deny that Pleasure is good is in fact the mis Luke of those who beinjr ignorant of nectar suppose the gods to drink wine, than which they imagine nothing is more delicious. But, Lhis is only through their ignorance. And so it is with those who declare that all pleasures are “ processes " and not one is a good thing. It is because they are ignorant of all pleasures .save those of the body, and sec that these arc, (as they think,) « “ processes ” and not morally good, that they suppose Pleasure as a whole to be no good thing.
18	To resume : since there is a pleasure -winch is felt when the natural state is being restored, and another when it is fully established,—the former class including replenishment after deficiency, aud the latter, pleasures arising from sight, hearing, and the like—the activities which operate when the natural state is established will be better than the others ; for pleasures in both these senses of the term are “ activities ” {of the soul). It is clear, then, that the pleasures which arise from sight and hearing and thought will be the best kind, since the bodily pleasures are the result of a replenishment.
(Nic. VII. =Eud. VI. »n. 0-1.)
11) Another objection was this : Pleasure is not a good to (9) that thing, because it is not good to be enjoyed by all and common to all. What is good, they say, is the '» κ°«ι; possession rather of the morally ambitious, and the fruit of his ambition; for the ambitious man desires exclusive possession of something, wherein he would fain surpass his fellows. So that Pleasure, too, if it is to be a good thing, must be something which can thus be monopolized.
20 But surely the exact opposite is true; and Pleasure 627
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a.'· ὰγαθὰν εἶναι, δη πάντα τούτου εφίεται; τον γάρ ' αγαθού πάντα πέφυκεν εφίεσθαι, ωστ εΐ της ηδονής πάντ εφίεται, αγαθόν αν εϊη τω γένει ή ήδονή
120β» Πάλιν καί οτι ἔστιν εμπόδιου ή ήδονή, οὰ/c 21 εφασαν αυτήν αγαθόν εΐναι. τό δ’ εμπόδιου φά-σκειν εΐναι διά τό μή όρθώς σκοπεΐν φαίνετ αύτοΐς. ού γάρ ἔστιν εμπόδιου ή ὰ7Γὰ τον πράγματος τον πραττομένου ηδονή· εάν μέντοι άλλη, εμπόδιου, γ> οἶον ή ὰττό τή? μέθης ηδονή εμπόδιου εστι του 22 πράττειν, άλλ' ουτω μεν και επιστήμη επιστήμης εμπόδιου ἔσται· ού γάρ ἔστιν άμα άμφοτεραις ενεργεΐν. αλλά διά τί ούκ αγαθόν ή επιστήμη, αν ποιή τήν από τής επιστήμης ηδονήν; και πάτερου εμπόδιου ἔσται; ή ου, αλλά μάλλον πράξει; ή 23 ίο γάρ ηδονή παρορμή. προς τό μάλλον πράττειν απ' αύτοΰ γινόμενη, επεϊ τον σπουδαίου ποίησαν πράτ-τειν τὰ κατ αρετήν, και ήδεως ταϋτα πράττειν άρα ού πολλψ μάλλον ενεργήσει κατά τήν πράξιν; και εάν μεν γε ήδόμενος πράττη, σπουδαίος ἔσται, αν δε λυπούμε νο ς τα καλά πράττη, ού σπουδαίος, ή ι» γάρ λύπη επί τοΐς δι ανάγκην εστίν, ωστ ει λυπεΐταί τις τά καλά πράττων, αναγκαζόμενος πράττει· ό δ* εξ ανάγκης πράττων ού σπουδαίος.
« The above argument is an expansion of ATie. VII. xii. § S. Contrast Schiller’s Gewissensscrupel:
Gerne dien’ ich den Freunden, doch thu’ ich cs leider mit
υηί&ο1 wurmt es nnr oft, dass ich nicht tiigendhaft bin.
The poet’s own view is expressed in his “ Ode to Joy ” (Jn die Freude) ·. e.g.
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is proved to be a good thing just because it is Hie aim of all All creatures by nature seek. wh:it is good ; so that if all seek Pleasure, Pleasure must he assigned to the class of good things.
21	Again, some have denied that. Pleasure is a good thing on the ground that it is a “ hindrance/' It is clear that they only say this because they do not rightly consider the matter. For the pleasure which arises from the deed we are performing is no hindrance to it; though another pleasure well may be.
22	The pleasure of intoxication, for instance, is one which hinders performance ; but in this way one kind of knowledge, too, may hinder another ; for the soul cannot lend its activity to both at the same time. But if some kind of knowledge is producing its own proper pleasure, does it therefore cease to be a good thing ? and will it thereby hinder its own activity ?
23	Surely not. Performance will on the contrary bo stimulated, for the pleasure encourages the performance from which it arises, For suppose that the good man not only does virtuous deeds, but finds the doing of them pleasant. Will not the activity shown in his performance be thereby greatly enhanced ? Moreover, if a man does noble deeds with Pleasure) he will be a good man ; but if he performs them with Pain, he will not be good. For Pain is the accompaniment of deeds done by compulsion ; so that if a man feels Pain in doing noble tilings, he does them under compulsion ; and one who does noble deeds perforce is not himself good.0
Frende trinken alle Wesen An den Brlislen der Natm1;
Alle Guten, alle Bosen Folgen ihrer Rosenspur.
AHlS'-l U J. JjJi
’Αλλὰ μήν ούκ εστιν γε μη λυπουμενον ή ήδό- 24 μενον τα κατ αρετήν πράττειν τὰ δ’ ανὰ μέσον ον κ ἔστιν, διά τί; ἔτι ή αρετή εν πάθει, το δε jo πάθος εν λύπη καί ηδονή, εν δέ τα) ὰνὰ μέσον ούκ εστιν δήλον οΰν ως καί ή αρετή μετά λύπης ή ηδονής, ει μεν οΰν λυπούμενός τις τα καλά πράττει, ου σπουδαίος, ώστε ούκ αν είη ή αρετή μετά λύπης· μεθ' ηδονής άρα. ού μόνον άρα ούκ 25 εμπόδιόν εστιν ή ηδονή, άλλα και προτρεπτικόν ■α προς το πράττειν, και τό ολον δε ούκ ενδέχεται άνευ ηδονής είναι τής απ’ αυτής γινόμενης.
“Αλλος ήν λόγος ότι ούδεμία ποιεί επιστήμη 2β ηδονήν, ἔστιν δε ουδέ τούτο αληθές, οι γὰρ δειπνοποιοί καί στεφανοποιοί καί [οἱ] μυρεφοί ηδονής είσιν ποιητικοί, [ὰλλὰ δή ται? (ἴλλαι? έπι-στήμαις ούκ ἔστιν ή ηδονή ως τέλος, αλλά μεθ'
.·» ηδονής τε καί ούκ άνευ ήδονή?.] ἔστιν οΰν καί επιστήμη ποιητική ηδονής.** 1
Ἔτι δε καί άλλος ελέγετο, οτι ούκ άριστον. ὰλλ’ 27 ούτως μεν καί τω τοιούτω λόγω άναιρήσεις καί τάς καθ' έκαστα λεγομένας άρετάς. ή γάρ ανδρεία ούκ εστιν άριστον άρ' οΰν διὰ τοΰτ ούκ αγαθόν;
95 η τοΰτ άτοπον; ομοίως καί επί των άλλων, ούδέ ηδονή διὰ τοστ’ οι3κ αγαθόν, δτι ούκ άριστον.
1 Susemihl suggests ti anuposition of the last two sentences, and I have followed this in translating.
4 i.e. the one which Spengel supposes to have dropped out in § S above.
1 Τίχνη* μή ehai cpyov -ή&ονην μηδεμίαν, “ no art devoted to the production of ivny form of pleasure ” (Uackham, Hie. VIT. xii. 6). The author seems here to have confused τέχνη und επιστήμη, as English writers confuse the corre-
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24	Yet. again, t.he performance of virtuous deeds must needs be accompanied either by Pain or by Pleasure; indifference is impossible. Why is this ?—Because Virtue deals with passion or feeling; and in (Mission, we feel Pain and Pleasure, and are not indifferent.
Thus it is obvious that Virtue also is accompanied by Pain ον by Pleasure. Now if a man performs noble deeds with Pain, he is not a good man. Virtue then cannot be accompanied by Pain ; therefore it must
25	be accompanied by Pleasure. Pleasure, then, so far from being a hindrance, is an encouragement, to performance ; and indeed Virtue can in no wise exist apart from the pleasure which it evokes.
26	Another argument “ was that no kind of science * that produces Pleasure. This also is untrue. Cooks, tbeoiject wreath-makers, and perfumers are engaged in the grn““'®f direct production of Pleasure. There is therefore a Mciun'e, branch of knowledge whereof this is the end ; and
even the other kinds, thoug-h Pleasure is not their end Acoomimni-and aim, are nevertheless accompanied by it, andmen ° 11 ' apart from it cannot exist.
27	Another objection was that Pleasure is not the best
of all things. But the use of such an argument as this m»y be is equally fatal to the several particular virtues. ^r“'e Courage for instance is not the best of all things. Is and the it on that account not a good thing ? Is not the con- y®itSe, sequence an absurdity ? And so with the other virtues. No more, then, can Pleasure be denied goodness because it is not the best of all.
sponding teims. Cf I. xvii. 10. But his argument that Scientific Knowledge is always accompanied by Pleasure is quite different from lhat of F.udemiis that Art produces the conditions, of Pleasure, though not the Pleasure itself. (See Grant’s anil Burnet’s notes, ail toe.)
ARISTOTLE
Άπορήσειε δ’ αν τις μεταβάς και επί των αρετών 28 τὰ τοιοντον. οἶον επειδή 6 λόγος κρατεί ποτε των παθών (φαμεν γάρ επί τον εγκρατούς), και τα πάθη δε πάλιν άντεστραμμενως του λόγου κρατεί (οἶον επί των άκρατων συμβαίνει), επει οΰν τό άλογον μέρος τής φυχής ἔχον την κακίαν κρατεί του λόγου ευ διακειμενου (ό γάρ άκρατης τοιοΰτος), και ό λόγος ομοίως φαΰλως διακείμενος1 κρατήσει τών παθών ευ διακειμενων καί εχόντων τήν οίκείαν άρετήν, ει 8ε τοΰτ ἔσται, συμβήσεται τή αρετή κακώς χρήσθαι (ό γάρ λόγος φαΰλως8 διακείμενος και χρώμενος τή άρε τή κακώς αυτή χρήσετα ι)· τὰ δή τοιοΰτον άτοπον αν συμβαίνειν δόξειεν.
Προ? δή τήν τοιαότην απορίαν ρφδιον άντειπεΐν 29 και λΰσαι εκ τών έμπροσθεν ήμΐν είρημενων ύπέρ αρετής, τότε γάρ φαμεν είναι αρετήν, όταν ό λόγος εΰ διακείμενος τοΐς πάθεσιν εχουσι τήν οίκείαν άρετήν σύμμετρος ή, και τὰ πάθη τω λόγω· οντω γάρ διακείμενα σνμφωνήσουσι προς άλληλα, ώστε τον μα> λόγον προστάττειν άει το βελτιστον, τα δε πάθη ραδίως εδ διακείμενα ποιεΐν ο αν ό λόγος προστάττη ■ αν οΰν ό λόγος φαΰλως ή διακείμενος, 30
1	Mielach's conjecture for φαύλοι · δώ κάκεΐνος mss.
8 Spengel’s conjecture for λόγψ φαύλφ mss. Perhaps λόγφ φαΰλως (which Ι have translated) would be preferable : making the man, rather than his Principle, the subject of χρήοθαι and χρήσεται.
■ In the next three sections the author reverts lo a problem already discussed (see note on § 29). Susemihl (Introd. pp. xiv foil.) suggests that these sections are based on a lost passage of Evil. which formed part of the fragment appearing in the better mss. as VIII. i.-iii. They certainly deal with
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28	To approach another subject" : the virtues too may suggest a difficulty of the following kind. It happens sometimes that Principle masters the passions, as we say it does in the man of self-control; and sometimes conversely that the passions master Principle, as in the case of the self-indulgent. Not only, therefore, may the unreasoning part of the soul, when tainted by vice, overcome the Rational Principle when the latter is in its right condition (such being the state of the self-indulgent) ; but Principle too, when ill conditioned, may equally overcome the passions when they are rightly conditioned and in possession of their own proper virtue or excellence. Now in this latter case it «ill follow that <the man} will use his own virtue viciously ; for he who, having his Hational Principle corrupted, makes use of his own virtue, musl needs use it viciously. And such a consequence would seem absurd.
29	A difficulty of this kind is however ensily answered; what we have already said about Virtue sufficeb for a solution.6 For Virtue, we say, is found only when rational Principle, rightly conditioned, is in harmony with the passions possessing their own proper excellence, and they in turn with it. Thus conditioned, they will agree with one another, so that Principle always enjoins what is best, and the passions, being
30	in right condition, readily execute its behests. If, therefore, the condition of Principle be evil, and that
the question discussed in VIII. i., whether Viitue can be used to commit vicious acts.
» Cf. I. xxxiv. 23-i6: and II. vi. P, ft, 18, 19. The difficulty springs from the equivocal use of dpe-rij to denote (1) excellence of any kind und (i?) moral excellence or “ Virtue." Here we see that αρετή λόγου nntl άριτή παθών combine to produce ’Aperή (ηβική).
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τὰ δέ πάθη eS, ούκ ἔσται αρετή εκλΐΐττ οντος τοΰ λόγου (εξ άμφοτέρων γάρ ή αρετή)· ωστ ουδέ κακώς χρήσθαι ένδεχεται αρετή, άπλώς δ’ ούχ, ώσπερ οἴονται οἱ άλλοι, τή? αρετής αρχή και ήγεμων ἔστιν ό λόγο?, ὰλλὰ μάλλον τα πάθη. δα γὰρ 7τρό? τὰ καλόν ορμήν άλογόν τινα πρώτον εγγίνεσθαι (ο και γίνεται), εΐθ’ ούτως τον λόγον ύστερον επιφηφίζοντα είναι και διακρί-νοντα. ἶδοι δ’ αν τις τούτο εκ τών παιδιών καί 31 των άνεν λόγου ζώντων εν γάρ τούτοι? άνευ τοΰ λόγου εγγίνονται δρμαί τών παθών προς τό καλόν πρότερον, ό δε λόγος ύστερος επιγινομενος και σύμφηφος ὥν ποιεί πράττειν τα καλά, άλλ' ούκ εάν από τοΰ λόγου τήν αρχήν λάβη προς τὰ καλά, ούκ1 ακολουθεί τα πάθη όμογνωμονοΰντα, ὰλλὰ πολ-λάιας έναντιοθται· διὰ μάλλον αρχή ἔοι κεν προς τήν αρετήν τό πάθος ευ διακείμενον ή δ λόγος.
VIII.	Έχόμενον θ’ αν εΐη τούτων είπεΐν, επειδή Ι περι ευδαιμονίας εστίν δ λόγος, περί ευτυχίας. οἴονται γάρ οι πολλοί τον εύδαίμονα βίον τον ευτυχή είναι ή ούκ άνευ γε ευτυχίας, καί δρθώς ίσως· ανευ γάρ τών εκτός αγαθών, ὥν ή τύχη ἔστι κυρία, ούκ ενδέχεται εύδαίμονα είναι, διό ρητεον εστίν υπέρ εύτυχίας, καί απλώς δ ευτυχής τις ἔστι καί εν τίσι καί περί τί.
Πρώτον μεν ουν επί ταΰτ’ άν τις ελθών και 2 επιβλέφας άπορήσειεν. ούτε γάρ αν εϊποι τις τήν τύχην ως ἔστι φύσις, ή γάρ φύσις [αει]2 οΰ εστίν 1 ούκ seems redundant, and is omitted by two mss. Perhaps <iel should be read in its place. a [del] bracketed by Ricekher.
° Probably the Stoics (Susernilil, Introd. p. xn).
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of the passions be good, the defect in the former precludes Virtue, since Virtue is the product of both. To make a vicious use of Virtue is accordingly impossible.
And we may state without any qualification that, contrary to the opinion of other (moralists),'* it is not Rational Principle which originally points the way to Virtue, but rather the passions. For first of all, there must needs arise (as we know there actually does) an unreasoning impulse towards what is noble and good ; afterwards, Principle must give its vote and verdict 31 (on the suggested act). This is seen in the case of children and other unreasoning beings. In them there arise at first unreasoning impulses of the passions towards noble aims ; not till afterwards does Principle supervene, and by its approving vote bring about the performance of noble actions. On the other hand where Principle originally points io noble ends, the passions by no means (always) follow with their assent.; often they oppose it. Wherefore passion, if in right condition, has more claim than Principle to be the original motive force which inclines us to Virtue.
{Eud. VIII. ii.)
1	VIII. As we are discussing Happiness, we are next of Good led to speak of Good Fortune or Luck. For most men bortune' suppose that the happy life is the fortunate life, or at
any rate includes Good Fortune. And perhaps they are right, For without external advantages life cannot be happy ; and they are in Fortune’s control. We are obliged, therefore, to speak of Good Fortune ; and in fact to define its nature, seat, and province.
2	On the first approach and survey, these questions hflood present some difficulty. On the one hand, we can Sturai?, hardly assert tlial Fortune is part of Nature. For
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αιτία, τούτον ως έπί ro πολύ η +ι ωσαύτως ποιη-1207 & η κή ἔστιν, ή δέ γε τύχη ουδέποτε, άλλ’ άτάκτως καί ως ετυχεν διὰ ή τύχη έν τοι? τοιούτοις λεγεται. ούτε δη νουν γέ τινα η λογον ορθον και ^ γαρ^ ένταΰθα ουχ ήττάν έστι το τεταγμόνον καί το αει ωσαύτως, ή* δέ τύχη ον, διο και ο5 πλειστος νους α και λόγος, ένταΰθα ελάχιστη [και] τύχη, οΰ δε 7τλείστη τύχη, ενταΰθ’ ελάχιστος νους. ^	^	^
Άλλ’ άρά γε ή εύτυχία έστίν ως επιμέλεια τις 3 θεών; ή τοΰτ’ ούκ αν δόξειεν; τον γάρ θεόν αξιοΰμεν κύριον οντα των τοιοντων τοι? αξίοις απονεμειν και τάγαθά καί τὰ κακά, ή δέ τύχη και τὰ από της ίο τύχης ως αληθώς ως αν τύχη γίνεται, ει δε γε τφ θεώ το τοιοΰτον άπονέμομεν, φανλον αυτόν κριτήν ποιήσομεν ή ου δίκαιον τούτο δ’ ου πξιοσηκον εστι [τω] θεω. άλλα μήν έξω γε τούτων εις ονδέν άλλο 4 την τύχην αν τις τάξειεν, ώστε δήλον οτ ι τούτων αν τι εϊη. νοΰς μεν δη καί λόγος καί επιστήμη^
15 παντελώς άλλάτριόν τι έοικεν είναι, ὰλλὰ μήν ουδ ή επιμέλεια καί ή έννοια παρά του θεόν δόξειεν αν εΐναι εύτυχία διά τό καί εν τοι? φαύλοις εγγιγνε-σθαι- τόν δέ θεόν τών φαύλων ονκ είκός έπιμελεϊ-σθαι. λοιπόν τοίνυν καί οίκειάτατον τής ευτυχίας α έστίν ή φύσις.	^	^	(
Ἔστιν δ’ ή εύτυχία καί ή τύχη έν τοιy μη εφ^
20 ή μιν ούσιν, μηδ’ ὥν αύτοί κύριοι έσμεν καί δυνατοί
ij ίπΐ τό πολύ (Bonitz).
0 For vofls in the general sense cf note on vi. 33 ahove. λ<5νοί, if it is to be distinguished from roOs, is the reasoned ruling or decision which νοCs makes.
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whatever Nalure causes, it is wont usually if not invariably to reproduce. With Fortune it is never so.
Its results are produced without order, and “ fortuitously ” ; tliis being indeed the reason why we speak of Fortune as the cause of such evenls. On the other hand, it is surely impossible to regard Fortune as a kind of intelligent Perception 0 or rational Ruling ; rational, for their domain also exhibits an orderly sequence and invariability which Fortune lacks ; so that where there is most of Intelligence and Rationality, there is least of Fortune or Luck; and most of the latter where there is least intelligence.
3	Can Good Fortune, then, be a kind of Divine provi- or i.n.vuimi-dence ? This we cannot believe ; for we look lo Goo, tl“ 1
as controlling good and evil things, to apportion them in accordance with desert; whereas Fortune and its gifts are bestowed in very truth “ fortuitously.” If we attribute these gifts to God, we shall make Him either an incompetent judge or an unjust one ; and
4	this is alien to His nature. And yet apart from these three, (Nature, Intelligence, God,) there is nothing to which Fortune can be ascribed; to one of them, accordingly, it must clearly belong. Now Intelligence,
Reason and Knowledge appear to be something wholly foreign to it; nor again can we regard the providence and benevolence of God as Good Fortune, seeing that this latter befalls the bad as well as the good ; and it is not likely that God provides for the
5	bad.11 It remains, therefore, to choose Nature as that which is nearest akin to Good Fortune.
Now Good Fortune <md Luck operate in a sphere it is liejond beyond our competence, where we have no control our “mtro1 *
* Contrast St. Matthew v. 45. The author seems litre to diverge from the view of Eud. (VIII. n. 21·).
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77ραξαι. διὰ τόν δικαιον, ή δίκαιος, ούθεϊς λέγει εύτυχή ο ύδέ τ ον άνδρεΐον ούδ' όλω? τὥν κατ’ αρετήν ούδένα- έφ’ ήμ·ἴν γά/3 έστι ταΰτα και έχειν και μη ἔχειν, ὰλλ’ ήδη έιτἴ τοι? τοιούτοις οίκειό-τερον την ευτυχίαν έροΰμεν τον γάρ εύγενή ευτυχή 2β λέγομεν, καί δλως φ τὰ τοιαυτα τὥν αγαθών υπάρχει, ών μη αντος κύριος έστίν.
Άλλ’ ό/ιω? οΰδ’ ενταύθα κυρίως αν ή ευτυχία β λέγοιτο. ἔστιν δέ πολλαχώς ό εύτυχής λεγόμενος· καί γάρ ὥ παρά τον λογισμόν τον αυτού συνέβη τι αγαθόν πράξαι, ευτυχή φαμεν, καί ὥ κατά λόγον so ζημίαν ήν λαβεΐν, τον τοιοΰτον κερδάναντα ευτυχή φαμεν. ἔστιν ουν ή ευτυχία εν τω αγαθόν τι ύπάρξαι 7 παρά λόγον καί εν τω κακόν μη λαβεΐν εύλογον. ὰλλὰ μάλλον καί οίκειότερον ή εύτυχία αν δόξειεν εΐναι εν τω αγαθόν λαβεΐν τό μεν γάρ αγαθόν λαβεΐν καθ' αυτό δόξειεν αν ευτύχημα εΐναι, τό δέ κακόν 30 μή λαβεΐν κατά συμβεβηκός ευτύχημα.
Ἔστιν ουν ή εύτυχία άλογος φύσις· S γάρ εύτυχής 8 ἔστιν ό αν ευ λόγον έχων ορμήν προς τάγαθά, καί τούτων έπιτυγχάνων, τούτο δ’ έστι φύσεως- εν γάρ τϋ ΦυΧ27 ύνεατιν τή φύσει τοιοϋτον φ όρμώμεν 1207 b άλόγως προς α αν ευ έχω με ν.1 καί ει τις έρωτήσειε 9 τον ούτως έχοντα, διά τί τούτο άρέσκει σοι οϋτω πράττειν; ούκ οΐδα, φησίν, άλλ* άρέσκει μοι, δμοιον πάσχων τοϊς ένθουσιάζουσιν · καί γάρ οι ένθουσιάζοντες άνεν λόγου ορμήν ἔχουσι προς τό ο πράττειν τι.
1 Or perhaps εντνχ&μεν, “ our good fortune.”
See I. lx. 7 above.
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nor can lake effective action. Il is ου this account that no one «peaks of the just man as lucky in being just, nor the courageous ον any other man of virtue <as owing his virtue to Luck) ; since the possession or absence of these qualities js ivitliin our own competence.0 There are, however, other advantages which ami η tue we can attribute more appropriately to Luck. We ,π?.ηΓοΓ say for example that the man of good birth is 9004 fortunate ; and similarly any man endowed with the mtiona? ° kind of good things that is beyond his control.	Expectation
6	Yet even this is not tile proper application of the word. There are more senses than one in which we term a man fortunate. We do so when he has happened to achieve something good beyond his own calculation ; and when he who might reasonably expect to lose has gained instead, we say that he too is
7	lucky. Good Fortune, then, appears to consist in the enjoyment of some good which reason would not expect, or the avoidance of some ill which it would anticipate. It is, however, in the good we receive that Luck is more clearly and appropriately recognized.
To receive something good is essentially a piece of luck ; to escape something evil is so incidentally.
8	Luck, then, is a natural instinct, not guided by either reason. For the fortunate man is he who has an JJJJJJ]1 “ unreasoning impulse towards good things, and more- instinct over obtains them. But this comes by Nature ;
Nature has implanted in our soul something which
9	impels us irrationally towards our advantage. And should you ask one who is thus favoured why he thinks fit to act as he does, he will tell you l\e does not know, but merely sees fit to do so. His case is like that of men inspired ; for they too have an unreasoning impulse towards some particular act.
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Τήν δ’ ευτυχίαν ούκ εχομεν οικείοι καί ίδίφ ίο όνόματι προσαγορεΰειν, ὰλλ* αιτίαν ιτολλάκις φαμεν εΐναι αυτήν η δ’ αίτια άλλότριον του ονόματος, ή γαρ αιτία καί οδ εστιν αίτια ὰλλο εστιν, καί άνευ ορμής τής επιτυγχανούσης των αγαθών' αιτία ίο λεγάμενη, οἶον ή τοϋ κακόν μή λαβεΐν ή πάλιν του μή οίόμενον αγαθόν λήφεσθαι αγαθόν λαβεΐν. εστιν 11 οΰν ή τοιαυτη ευτυχία διάφορος εκείνης, καί ἔοι κεν αίίτη εκ των πραγμάτων τής μεταπτώσεως γίνε-σθαι, καί κατο, συμβεβηκός ευτυχία, ὥστ’ ει καί ή τοιαυτη εστιν ευτυχία, ὰλλ’ οΰν π ρος γε την εύδαι-ιη μανίαν ή τοιαυτη αν εϊη ευτυχία οίκειοτερα, ής εν αύτώ2 ή αρχή τής ορμής των αγαθών ἔστι τής έπι τεύζεως.
Έπεΐ ουν εστιν ή ευδαιμονία ούκ ανευ τά>ν εκτός 12 αγαθών, ταΰτα δε γίνεται από τής ευτυχίας, οἶον άρτίως εφαμεν, συνεργός αν εϊη τή ευδαιμονία.
IX.	Περί μεν οΰν εύτυχίας τοσαΰτα· επειδή δὲ 1 20 υπέρ εκάστης των αρετών κατὰ μέρος είρηκαμεν, λοιπόν αν εϊη καθόλου συνθεντας τα καθ' εκαστα κεφαλαιωσαμενους είπεΐν.	^	^
"Εστι μεν οΰν ου κακώς λεγόμενον τουνομα επί 2 του τελεως σπουδαίου, ή καλοκαγαθία, καλός κάγαθός γάρ, φασίν, όταν τελεως σπουδαίος ή.
2d επί γαρ τής αρετής τον καλόν κάγαθόν λέγουσιν,
1 Reading <ή> αίτια λεγομΑνη.
* Or, reading airg with Scaliger, “ which contains in its own self the origin of that impulse which leads , .
0	In “ a piece of good luck ” we ran not distinguish cause and effect; or rather, as Eud. (VIII. ii. 10) puts it, if it is a cause, it is a cause of which we can render no rational account (αίτιον άλογον άνθρωπίνιρ Χογισμψ).
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1207	b οἶον τόν δίκαιον καλόν κάγαθόν φασι, τον άνδρεΐον,
τον σώφρονα, ολως επί των apeτων.
'Επειδή οΰν els δυο διαιροϋμεν, καί τὰ μέν φαμεν 3 εἶναι καλὰ τὰ δέ [καί] αγαθά, καί τών αγαθών τα μιν απλώς αγαθά τα δέ ου, και καλὰ μέν οἶον τὰ? so άρετάς καί τάς απ’ αρετής πράξεις, αγαθά δὲ [οἶον] αρχήν πλούτον δόξαν τιμήν τα τοιαΰτα· ἔστιν οΰν 6 καλός κάγαθός α> τα απλώς αγαθά εστιν αγαθά καί τα απλώς καλά καλά εστιν. 6 τοιοΰτος γάρ καλός και αγαθός, ψ δ<Ξ τὰ απλώς αγαθά μή εστιν 4 31 αγαθά, ούκ ἔστι καλός και αγαθός, ώσπερ οόδὲ ύγιαίνειν αν δόξειεν φ τὰ απλώς υγιεινά μή υγιεινά εστιν. εί γάρ ό πλούτος και ή αρχή παραγινόμενά τινα βλάπτοιεν, ούκ αν αιρετά εΐη, ὰλλὰ τὰ τοιαΰτα όσα αυτόν μή βλάψει, βουλήσεται αντώ εΐναι. 6 6
1208	a δέ τοιοΰτος ὥν οΐος ύποστελλόμενός τι τών αγαθών
προς τό μή εΐναι αύτώ,. ούκ αν δόξειεν καλός κάγαθός εΐναι· ὰλλ’ ὥ τάγαθά πάντα όντα αγαθά εστιν καί ύπό τούτων μή διαφθείρεται, οΐον υπό πλούτου καί αρχής, 6 τοιοΰτος καλός κάγαθός. β Χ. Υπέρ δέ τοΰ κατά τάς άρετάς όρθώς πράτ- 1 τειν εϊρηται μεν, ούχ ικανώς δέ. εφαμεν γάρ το κατά τον ορθόν λόγον πράττειν ὰλλ ίσως αν τις αύτό τούτο άγνοών ερωτήσειεν, τό κατά τον ορθον λόγον τί ποτ έστί, καί που ἔστιν ό ορθός λόγος;
7, 1, 25, 26.
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man, the brave man, the temperate man who is called “ noble and good ” ; in a word, ii is virtue that wins a man the name.
3	Now we are accustomed to distinguish between the things we call noble and those we call good ; eand to divide the latter again into those which are absolutely good, and those which are onfy relatively so, Among noble things we class the virtues and the deeds which arise from virtue ; and among good things power, riches, glory, honour and the like. The noble and good man, then, is one to whom what is absolutely good is good and what is absolutely noble is noble :
4	for such a man is himself both noble and good. On the other hand, he to whom absolute goods are not good, cannot be noble and good ; any more than we should regard as healthy one to -whom things absolutely healthy ave not healthy. For to a man who should be harmed by the accession of riches and power, those things would not be meet objects of choice ; rather he Λνΐΐΐ desire the possession of such
5	things as will do him no harm. But the sort of man who shrinks from the acquisition of some good thing would not be regarded as noble and good. It is the kind of man to whom all that is good is good—the man incorruptible by riches and power, or by any other good thing—who alone is noble and good.
(Cf Eud. VIII. ill. 12-17.)
1	X. We have already spoken of acting rightly in w« act in accordance with the Virtues 0 ; but on that subject tah night more remains to be said. For whereas we stated that p,'|n0>nie (virtuous ■ action) was action “ in accordance with Right Principle,” it is possible that someone might in ignorance ask us what we mean by this phrase ; and where we are to look for this Right Principle or 643
ARISTOTLE
ἔστιν οι5v «τατὰ τον ορθόν λόγον πράττειν, όταν τό 2 αλογον μέρος τής ψυχής μή κωλύη τό λογιστικόν ένεργεΐν την αύτοΰ ενέργειαν, τότε γάρ ή ττράξις ἔσται κατά τον ορθόν λόγον.
Ἑ7Τ€ιδή γά/> τι τής ψυχής τό μεν χείρον έχομεν τό δε βελτιον, del δὲ τό χείρον του βελτίονος ενεκεν εστίν, Άστε ρ εττ'ι σώματος καί ψυχής τό σώμα τής ψυχής ενεκεν, και τότ έροΰμεν ἔχειν τὰ σώμα καλώς, όταν οΰτως εχη ώστε μή κώλυειν, άλλα και συμβάλλεσθαι και συαπαρορμάν προς τό τήν ψυχήν επιτελεΐν τό αυτής εργον (τό γὰρ χείρον του βελτίονος ενεκεν, προς τό συνεργεΐν τω βελ-τίονι) ■ όταν οΰν τὰ πάθη μή κωλυωσι τον νουν τό 3 αύτοΰ εργον ένεργεΐν, τότ ἔσται τό κατά τον ορθόν λόγον γινόμενον.
Ναἱ, α λλ’ ίσως εΐποι τις αν, όταν πώς έχωσι τα πάθη, ον κωλύουσι, και πότε οΰτως εχουσιν; ου γάρ οΐδα. τό δη τοιοΰτον ούκ ἔστιν είπεΐν ρόδιον. 4 ουδέ γάρ 6 ιατρός’ ὰλλ’ όταν εΐπη τω πυρέττοντι πτισάνην προσφέρεσθαι, τον δέ πυρέττειν πώς αισθάνομαι; όταν, φησίν, όρφς ωχρόν όντα’ τό δ' ωχρόν πώς είΒήσω; ενταύθα Βη συνιέτω 6 Ιατρός·
“ In Ntc. VI. ι. 6 το λογιστικόν Is confined to that part of the rational soul which deals with the Contingent or Variable (=τό βουλευτικόν of I. xxxiv. 3 above). Here, as elsewhere, it includes the entire reasoning faculties. See Burnet’s note on the former passage.
6	For voCs see I. xxxiv. 13. Intuitive and Scientific Thought together make Wisdom (σοφία), the Virtue of the Scientific part of the soul. In this chapter, which corresponds on the whole with Eud. VIII. m. 12-17, the r61e of the moral Virtues is to keep the passions, from interfering with the exercise of the highest intellectual Virtue; whose work, according to End., consists in the contemplation of God (rrjv 644
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2	Rational Rule of Conduct ? To this we reply that whnetI]o°“r1 men act in accordance with Right Principle when the p£rt does unreasoning part of the .soul does not prevent the "„y01)1^{to'lr reasoning part “ from fulfilling its own proper activity; Part.
for under these conditions, the action will be in accordance with Right Rule.
This appears from the following considerations.
The soul includes aii inferior part as well as a superior one. Now the inferior always exists for the sake of the superior ; for example, in the case of body and soul, the former exists for the sake of the latter, and we shall declare the body’s condition to be good when it is such that so far from preventing the soul from completing its own task, the body assists and encourages it therein. For the inferior exists for the
3	sake of the superior, so as to co-operate with it. And just in the same way, when the passions do not prevent the Intuitive faculty b from being active in its own proper work, action takes place in accordance with a Eight Rational Standard.
11 Very true,” someone may reply; “but what is Diagnone the state of the passions when they permit the f^taT'orne* mind’s activity ? And when are they in. that state ? Extent e
4	For of this I am ignorant.” Such a question as this is not easy to answer. A physician may be faced with a similar difficulty, when for instance he prescribes a decoction of barley “ in case the patient is feverish.”
“ How do I perceive,” (he may be asked,) “ that he is feverish ? ”	“ When you see that he is pale.”
“ But how am I to distinguish this pallor ? ” Then the physician has to realize (that he can do no
to0 SeoC θεωρίαν). Of. Nic. X. vii., νιίί. One misses these noble 1 colophons ” of iY>c. and End. in the present
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el γὰρ μη έχεις παρά σαυτώ, φησι, των ye τοιού-των αΐσθησιν, * * ούκ ἔπι’ ωσαύτως υπέρ των άλλων κοινός ἔστι των τοιούτων ό λόγος, ομοίως β 8’ ἔχ€ι καί επί των παθών τοΰ γνωρίζειν δει γάρ so αὰτὰν αυμβάλλεσθαι προς αΐσθησιν τι.
Έπιζητήσειε δ’ αν τις ίσως και το τοιοντον άρά 6 γε ἔργω ειδήσας ταντα καί δη ευδαίμων ἔσομαι; οίονται γάρ. το δ’ έστἴν ου τοιοΰτον. ούδεμια γαρ ούδε των άλλων επιστημών παραδίδωσι τω μαν-θάνοντι την χρησιν και την ενέργειαν, άλλα την ns ἔξω μόνον· ούτως ούδ' ενταύθα παραδίδωσιν τὰ ειδησαι ταντα την χρησιν (η γάρ ευδαιμονία ἔστιν ενέργεια, ως φαμέν), ὰλλὰ την ἔξω, οι)δ' έν τω ειδέναι εξ ών ἔστιν ή ευδαιμονία, άλλ” έκ τοΰ τον-τοις χρήσασθαι. την δἔ χρησιν καί την ενέργειαν 7 τούτων ούκ εστι ταντης της πραγματείας το παρα-iao8 b διδόναι· ούδε γάρ άλλη επιστήμη ούδεμία την χρησιν παραδίδωσιν, αλλά τήν ἔξω.
XI. Έψ* άπασι δε τούτοις υπέρ φιλίας άναγ- ι καἴόυ ἔστιν εΐπεΐν, τί εστιν καί εν τίσι και περί 5 τί· επειδή γάρ όρώμεν παρά πάντα τον βίαν παρα-τείνουσαν καί εν παντϊ καιροί, καί οΰσαν αγαθόν, σνμπαραληπτέα αν ε'ίη προς την ευδαιμονίαν.
ΐΐρώτον μεν οΰν ‘ίσως α άπορεΐται καί ζητείται, % βέλτιον διελθεΐν. πότερον γάρ εστιν ή φιλία iv
1	Reading ούκ ίση <δι8ά£αι> or the like. (The Aldinc edition has ούκ εστι.)
“ Somelliing like this has to be supplied to complete the sense. But possibly ουνιΐτω is corrupt, as Rieckher thinks.
b The treatment of Friendship which occupies Books
VIII.	and IX, of Nic. (16 pp. m Bckker’s text) is by Eud. 646
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more).0 “ If you cannot perceive this much yourself,”
β he will answer, “ 1 cannot explain it.” And this will apply equally to other cases of the kind. So, too, is it with the distinguishing of the passions. One must oneself contribute towards the perception (of their slate).
6	Another question which may be asked is of this The more kind. “ Supposing that I know all this, shall I in very truth straightway become a happy man ? ” For men fancy they will. But this is far from being the case, make us None of the other kinds of knowledge imparts to him i00d‘ who learns it the power to use and act upon it; but
only tlie possession of it. No more in the present case docs the knowledge of these things impart the power to use them—for nappiness we define as an Activity —but only their possession ; and Happiness does not consist in the knowledge of its components, but comes
7	by making use of them. But the use of these things, and how to act upon them, it is not the task of our present treatise to impart; for indeed no other branch of knowledge imparts the use but only the possession of itself.
1	XI. Besides all this, it is incumbent on us to deal or Mend, with Friendship:1’ its nature, its abode, and its H1 p' province. For seeing as we do that it extends throughout life and is present on every occasion, and
that it is a good thing, we seem bound to admit it as an aid to Happiness.
2	It may be best to begin with an enumeration of the U> i« luc«-difficulties and questions it raises. In the first place, unlike·»., then, does Friendship flourish between those alike,,te H"sls?
compressed Into one Book (VII. of 12 pp.); in the present work (M.M. II. xi.-xvi.) it covers only δ pp. Chapter xi. corresponds mainly to the first six chapters of Eud. VII.
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1208 τοι? όμοίοις, ώσπερ δοκεΐ καί λέγεται; καί γάρ " κολοιός ” φασι " παρά κολοιόν ιζάνει," καί ίο αΙεί τοι τον ομοιον άγει θεός ως Τόν ομοιον. φασίν δέ καί κννός ποτε αει καθευδυύσης επί τής αυτής κεραμΐδος, έρωτηθέντα τον Έμπεδοκλέα, διὰ τί ποτε ή κύων επί τής αυτής κεραμίδας καθευδει, είπεΐν οτι έχει τι τή κεραμίδι ομοιον ή κύων, ως ΐΛ διὰ το ομοιον την κννα φοιτωσαν. πάλιν δ’ αΰ 3 δοκεΐ άλλοις τισίν έν τοΐς έναντίοις μάλλον εγ-γίνεσθαι ή φιλία, " έρα μεν ” γάρ, φασίν, “ όμβρον γαΐα, όταν ξηρόν πέδον” το δη εναντίον, φασίν, τω έναντίω βούλεσθαι φίλον εἶναι, εν μεν γάρ τοΐς όμοίοις ουδέ ενδέχεσθαι γίνεσθαι. το γάρ 20 ομοιον, φασίν, τοΰ όμοιου ονδέν προσδεΐται, καί τα τοιαϋτα δή.
Ἔτι δέ πότερον ἔργον έστί φίλον γενέσθαι ή 4 ρφδιον γενέσθαι; οι γοΰν κόλακες ταχέως προσ-εδρεύσαντες φίλοι μεν ούκ εισίν, φαίνονται δε φίλοι είναι.
Ἔτι δέ καί τὰ τοιαΰτα άπορεΐται, πότερον ἔσται 6 ό σπουδαίος τω φαύλω φίλος; ή ου; ή μεν γάρ 25 φιλία εν πίστει καί βεβαιότητι, ό δέ φαύλος ήκιστα τοιοΰτος· καί ό φαύλος τψ φαύλοι, η οόδὲ τοΰτο;
ΐΐρώτον μέν οΰν διοριστέον αν ειη υπέρ φιλίας 6 ποιας σ κοπούμε ν. ἔστι γάρ, ως οίονται, φιλία καί προς θεόν καί τὰ άφυχα, ούκ όρθως. την γάρ φιλίαν ενταύθα φαμεν είναι ου έστί τό άντιφιλεΐ- * •
“ See Odyftsey xvii. 218. The quotation is not exact.
4 See Dindorf, Poetat Scenici (ed. 8), where the entire passage of Euripides is given (Frag·. 839).
• This question and remark do not appear in End. οτ Nw. But«/. End. III. vh. 4, VII. iv. 7.
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as men think and sny ? “Jackdaw”—so runs the proverb—“ perches by jackdaw,” and
E\er is like unto like, men say, through Destiny guided.0
There is also a story of it dog that always would sleep upon the same tile; and of how Empedocles, when asked why it did so, declared that there was some affinity between the dog and the tile which caused
3	the former always to seek the latter. Others, however, believe that on the contrary Friendship arises between opposites. “ Earth is of rain enamoured,” they say, " when ’tis dry ” b : and so they maintain that opposite desires the friendship of opposite ; for between those alike it is not even possible that such a relation should arise. For like, they say, has no need of like ; and so forth.
4	Another question is whether to become a friend is WaI“t^,^ey a difficult task or an easy one ? Certainly flatterers,
who rapidly attach themselves to us, are not friends, though they appear to be.0
5	Moreover, there are such problems as whether a g) can the good man can be friend to a bad one ? This seems Mend to impossible ; for Friendship depends on loyalty and the Bad ν steadfastness, and of these qualities the bad man
has but small store. Again, can a bad man be friend (4) Or tho to another bad man ? or is this equally impossible ? §!<?Bad*
β First, then, we must make clear what kind of Friendship friendship is the object of our inquiry. Men fancy ^Utuaf that friendship for God is possible, and also friendship Affcotion. for lifeless things. But they are mistaken. Friendship as we define it exists only where the friendly affection is returned.1* But the (so-called) friendsliip
d Cf Ni.c„ VIII. ii. 3 λίγουσιν . . . evvoiav Iv dvrmerrov-θάσι φιλίαν etvai.
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σθαι, ή δο προς θεόν φιλία ούτε άντιφιλεΐσθαι δέχεται, οΰθ' άλως το φιλεΐν- άτοπον γάρ αν είη εἴ τις φαίη φιλεΐν τον Δίο· ουδέ δή παρά τών άψυχων 7 ενδέχεται άντιφιλεΐσθαι. φιλία μέντοι zeal προς τὰ άψυχα έστίν, οἶον οίνον η άλλο §ή τών τοιοντων,
Δίο δή ούτε την προς τον θεόν φιλίαν έπιζτ^τοΰμεν οϋτε τήν προς τὰ άψυχα, άλλα τήν προς τα έμψυχα, καί προς ταΰτα εν οΐς εστι το αντιφιλεΐν.
Εἱ δή τις μετά τοΰτο επισκέφαιτο τί εστι το 8 φιλητόν, ἔστιν ουν ουκ άλλο τι η τάγαθόν, έτερον μεν οΰν εστι το φιλητόν και τό φιλητέον, ώσπερ καί τό βουλητόν καί τό βουλητεον. βουλητόν μεν γάρ θ τό απλώς αγαθόν, βουλητεον δε τό έκάστω αγαθόν οϋτω καί φιλητόν μεν τό απλώς αγαθόν, φιλητέον δέ τό αύτφ αγαθόν, ώστε τό μεν φιλητέον καί φιλητόν, τό δέ φιλητόν ούκ εστι φιλητέον.
Ενταύθα ουν ἔστιν καί διά τὰ τοιοϋτον η απορία, 10 πότερόν ἔστιν ό σπουδαίος τω φανλω φίλος η οϋ. συνηπται γάρ πως τάγαθω τό αύτω αγαθόν καί τό φιλητέον τω φιλητω, έχεται δέ καί ακολουθεί τω άγαθώ καί τό ηδύ είναι καί τό συμφέρον, ή μέν 11 οΰν τών σπουδαίων φιλία έστίν, όταν άντιφιλώσιν άλληλους- φιλοΰσι δε άλλήλους, η φιλητοί- φιλητοί * •
•	Of End. VII. iv. 5, Nic. VIII. νη. 4-6. Friendship of God and Man, which fills the Greek mythology, was banished by philosophy’s higher and remoter conception of the Divine; but ts restored by Christianity (St. John xv. 15).
4 End. (VII. iv. 2) denies friendship between man and child, though there be mutual love.
•	Nio. (VIII. ii.) starts with the threefold division of ri
n Nic. or in Eud. (See Grant, Essay I.
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for God admits of no such return, not even of affection on our part; since it were an absurdity for a man to
7	profess a friend’s affection for Zeus.® Equally impossible is the return of affection by things that are lifeless ; yet even towards them we may have a friendly feeling—-as we have for wine and other things of the kind.
We are not, then, concerned with the so-called friendship for God or for things without life, but with that whose objects are living beings, and such living beings as can return the affection.*
8	If we next proceed to inquire what things are Thing· naturally lovable, the answer is, only such things as go«iar«ly are good/ Now there is a difference between what
is in itself lovable, and that which draws someone to * love it; just as there is between what is intrinsically
9	desirable, and what one is drawn to wish. Un-TMngegood qualified or absolute Good is desirable ; but each will
wish that which is good for himself; and in the same I,0're· way what is absolutely good is lovable, but one is drawn to love what is good for oneself. It follows that whereas the object of one’s love is always lovable, what is lovable does not <in every case) command one’s love.
10	Here and hence arises the problem whether or not the virtuous man can be friend to the bad man. For the individual’s good is not unconnected with absolute good, nor what we are drawn to love with what is naturally lovable; and the powers of affording pleasure and advantage attend on goodness, ana
11	follow in its train. Now friendship between the GoodMen^ virtuous consists in their loving one another; and iSmd. they love one another inasmuch aa they are lovable;
and they are lovable inasmuch as they are good. ΐοτ»ι>ΐβ;
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δέ, ή αγαθοί, ούκοΰν 6 σπουδαίος, φησίν, τα) 12 φαΰλω ου κ ἔσται φίλος; ἔσται μέν οΰν. επειδή γάρ τάγαθω ήκολονθει τὰ συμφέρον καί τδ ήδύ, ή ἔστιν φαΰλος ὥν ήδό?, ταντη φίλος· πάλιν αι συμφέρων, ή συμφέρων, ταΰτη φίλος, άλλ' ον κ 13 ἔσται γε κατὰ τὰ φιλητόν ή τοιαυτη φιλία, φιλη-τον γάρ ήν τὰγαθόν, ό δέ φαύλος ου φιλψ-ός- ού γάρ ὰλλὰ κατά το φιλητέον είσίν γάρ από τής παντελούς φιλίας, τής εν τοι? σπουδαίοις, καί ανται αι φιλία ι, ή τε κατά το ήδν καί ή κατά το συμφέρον.
Ὁ οΰν κατά το ήδύ φιλών ού φιλεΐ την κατά το U αγαθόν φιλίαν, ούδέ 6 κατά τό συμφέρον· είσίν δέ 16 καί αι Φιλίαι αΰται, ή τε κατά τό άγαθόν καί ή κατά το ήδν καί ή κατά τό συμφέρον, ούχ αι ανται μέν, ού παντελώς δε ούδέ άλλότριαι ὰλλήλων, άλλ’ από ταύτοΰ πως ήρτημέναι είσίν. οἶον φαμέν ιατρικόν τό μαχαίριον, ιατρικόν τον άνθρωπον, καί ιατρικήν την επιστήμην ταΰτα ούχ ομοίως λέγονται, αλλά τό μέν μαχαίριον τω χρήσιμον είναι προς ιατρικήν ιατρικόν λέγεται, 6 δ’ άνθρωπος τφ ποιητικός εΐναι ύγιείας, ή δ’ επιστήμη τφ αιτία εΐναι καί αρχή, ομοίως δέ καί αι φιλίαι ούχ ωσαύτως, 1β ή τε τών σπουδαίων ή διά τό άγαθόν καί ή κατά τό ήδύ καί ή κατά τό συμφέρον, ούδέ δη όμωνυμως λέγονται, ὰλλ’ ούκ είσίν μέν αι αύταί, περί ταύτά
α Α somewhat obscure passage. It might be paraphrased thus. The good man, along with his goodness, has the power to please and to profit. The bad man is thus attracted to him, and exchanges with him his own pleasantness and profitableness. The good man has a complete capacity for friendship, and can enjoy the exchange of pleasure or profit with the bad as well as of true affection with 652
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12	“ Is it therefore impossible,” we are asked, " for the a|ld Good virtuous to be friend to the bad ? ” Surely not. For since advantage and pleasantness, as we saw, follow
in the train of goodness, even if a man be bad, he ia pioaaaut or yet friend (to the good man) inasmuch as he is vrolltabl0· pleasant (to him) ; and again, if he is advantageous,
13	so far as this goes he is a friend. It is true that these friendships cannot be based on what is naturally lovable (for we saw that only goodness is such, and the bad man cannot be thus lovnble)—but rather on what one is drawn to love. For even these friendships, which are on a footing of pleasure or advantage, spring from that full affection which exists in virtuous men.®
14	Those, therefore, whose love springs from pleasure or from advantage do not experience the friendship
16 whose basis is goodness. These kinds of friendship, in fact—the friendships of virtue, of pleasure, and of profit—are not identical; and yet they are not wholly alien to one another, but partake of a common principle. In the same way when we speak of a “ medical ” lancet, a " medical ” man, and a “medical ” science we apply the term in different ways. The lancet is called ‘‘medical ” because it is useful in medicine, the man, because he is a purveyor of health, and the science as being the cause
16 and origin thereof. Just so, when we speak of good men’s friendship founded on virtue, and friendship founded on pleasure or on profit, we are using the term in different ways. These kinds of " friendship ” are not synonymous with one another; they are different tilings, though their province and origin are
the good. § IS seems inconsistent with § 9, where we are told that what are drawn to love is also naturally lovable.
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δέ πως και έκ των αυτών εισίν. ει δή τις λέγοι 17 " ό κατά τό ηδύ φιλών ούκ ἔστιν φίλος τούτω· ου yap κατά το αγαθόν φίλος έστίν,” βαδίζει α τοιοΰ-τος επι την των σπουδαίων φιλίαν, την ε£ άπάν-των τούτων οδσαν, και εκ τον άγαθοΰ και εκ του 35 ήδέος καί εκ του συμφέροντος, ώστ αληθώς ούκ ἔστιν [/car’] εκείνην γε την φιλίαν φίλος, αλλά την κατά τό ήδύ η κατά τό συμφέρον.
ΐίοτερον οδν ἔσται ό σπουδαίος τω σπουδαίοι 18 φίλος, η ον; ούδέν γὰρ προαδεΐται, φησίν, ό όμοιος του όμοιου. 6 δη τοιοΰτος λόγος ζητεί την κατά 1209 ϊ τὰ συμφέρον φιλίαν ή γάρ προσδεΐται ό έτερος του ετέρου, ταύτη οντες φίλοι εν τη κατά τό συμφέρον φιλία εισίν. αλλά έτέρα διώρισται ή κατά τό συμ- 19 φέρον φιλία καί ή κατ αρετήν και ηδονήν, είκός δη καί πολύ μάλλον τούτους· πάντα γάρ αύτοΐς ο υπάρχει, τάγαθόν καί τό ήδύ καί τό συμφέρον. αλλά καί 6 σπουδαίος τω φανλφ· ή γάρ ίσως ήδύς, ταυτη καί φίλος, καί ό φαΰλός γε τω φανλφ· 20 ή γάρ ίσως τό αύτό αύτοΐς συμφέρει, ταύτη φίλοι, όρώμεν γάρ τούτο γινόμενον, όταν τό αυτό rj τό συμφέρον, φίλους τούτους διά τό συμφέρον, ωστ'1 ίο ούδέν κωλυσει καί φαύλοις οδσιν τ αυτόν τι συμ-φέρειν.
Βεβαιότατη μεν οδν καί μονιμωτάτη καί καλ- 21 λίστη ή εν τοΐς σπουδαίοις φιλία, ή κατ αρετήν καί τάγαθόν οδσα, εικότως, ή μεν γάρ αρετή άμετά-πτωτον, δι' ήν ή φιλία, ώστε είκός τήν φιλίαν ιδ τήν τοιαύτην άμετάπτωτον εΐναι, τό δὲ συμφέρον 1 Reading ώϊ for ώστ' mss.
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Π the same. If, then, one were to say “ the man who loves another for pleasure is not really a friend to him, since his friendship is not based on virtue,”— such an one is looking 11 towards the friendship of good men, which is based upon, all three, upon goodness, and pleasure and advantage. Quite truly, that man’s friendship is not of this kind, but of the kind based only on pleasure or on profit.
18	This being so, can the good man be friend to the good, or not ? For it is objected that like has no need of like. Now an argument of this kind is thinking of the friendship of profit; for those who are friends inasmuch as the one has need of the other are united
19	by this kind of friendship. We have, however, drawn a clear distinction between this friendship and those based on virtue and on pleasure. The probability is that good men will be far more inclined to friendship, possessing as they do all its three foundations, both
20	goodness and pleasantness and profitableness. And the good man will even be a friend, to the bad man ; for he may possibly be his friend in so far as he is pleasant to him. Moreover, the bad man may be friend to the bad man ; for in so far as the same thing Had lien is advantageous to both, there is possibility of friend- ™,1Jnde ship. For it is a matter of experience that when men’s KJJjjJ interests are identical, they become friends through advantage ; since nothing will prevent even bad men having some interest in common.
21	Friendship between good men is in fact the firmest, Ρτίοπ&Λψ the most enduring, and the most noble ; the friend- the'oood ship whose basis is virtue and goodness. And this is
only reasonable. Virtue, on account of which the βΜ " *" friendship arises, is an unchangeable thing ; so that one may reasonably infer the same of the friendship.
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ουδέποτε τ αυτόν διό ή διὰ τὰ συμφέρον φιλία ον βέβαια, άλλα τω συμφέρον τι συμμεταπίπτει · ομοίως 22 και ή κατά τήν ηδονήν.
'H μέν oSv τὥν βέλτιστων φιλία ή κατ’ άρετήν γινομένη έστιν, ή δὲ τὥν πολλών ή κατά τό συμφέρον, ή δέ κατὰ την ηδονήν έν τοι? φορτικοΐς και τυχοΰσιν.
ο Συμβαίνει δέ /cat αγανακτώΐν, όταν φαυλοις 23 εντύχωσιν τοι? φίλοις, καί θαυμάζωιν· ἔστι δὲ ουδέν άτοπον. όταν γάρ ή φιλία λάβη την ηδονήν αρχήν, δι’ ήν φίλοι ε'ιαίν, ή το συμφέρον, άμα ταϋτ απολείπει και ή φιλία ου διαμένει, πολλάκις δε 24
j μένει μεν ή φιλία, κακώς δ’ εχρήσατο τω φίλο), διό άγανακτοϋσιν ἔστι δέ ουδέ τούτο άλογον, ου γάρ δι’ αρετήν ή φιλία σοι προς τούτον νπηρχεν, διό ούδ’ άτοπον μηδέν ποιείν αυτόν τών καθ αρετήν, άγανακτοϋσιν οΰν ούκ όρθώς. δι’ ηδονήν γάρ ποιησάμενοι την φιλίαν, τήν δι άρετήν οἴονται δὲιν αύτοΐς ύπαρχε ιν· τό δ’ ου δυνατόν ου γάρ έστιν ή δι’ ηδονήν καί τό συμφέρον αρετής έχομέιη]. κοινωσάμενοι οΰν ηδονή άρετήν ζητοΰσιν, ουκ 25 άρθώς· ου γάρ ακολουθεί τή ηδονή και τω συμ-φέροντι ή άρε τή, ὰλλὰ τή άρετή άμφότερα ταντα ακολουθεί, άτοπον γάρ ει μή τις οΐήσεται τούς σπουδαίους αύτούς αυτοΐς ήδίστους είναι- καί γάρ οι φαύλοι, ως φησιν Ευριπίδης, αυτοί εαυτοΐς ήδεΐς είσίν “ κακός κακφ " γάρ “ συντέτηκεν.” ου γάρ
<· Of. Ovid, lix Panto, Π. iii. 7:
turpe quidem dictu, sed {si modo vera fatemur) vulgus amicitios utilitate probat.
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Advantage, on the other hand, is always changing : wherefore the friendship based thereon is not firm,
22	but changes along with it. And the same is true of friendship based on pleasure.
The friendship, therefore, of the best men is the kind that springs up through virtue ; while that of the multitude is based on profit,0 and the friendship based on pleasure is found between coarse and commonplace persons.
23	Men are sometimes indignant and surprised when they find their friends are bad. But there is nothing strange herein. For when friendship takes its origin from pleasure, and the friends are friends for pleasure’s sake, or again, when profit is its origin, so soon as these things fail the friendship also passes with them.
24	Often, however, even while the fnendly feeling abides, the one whom we love treats us ill; and we arc angry on that account. Yet here too there is nothing unreasonable in the event. Your friendship for this man did not arise on account of his virtue ; so that if his actions are by no means in accordance with virtue, there is nothing strange in it. Men have no right, therefore, to be indignant. After contracting a friendship for the sake of pleasure, they expect to possess the kind whose origin is virtue ; and this is impossible, seeing that friendship for pleasure or for
25	profit has nothing to do with virtue. Having formed an alliance of pleasure, men look for virtue ; and this they have no right to do. Virtue does not attend upon pleasure and profit; but these conversely upon her. For it were strange not to suppose that good men are surpassingly pleasant to their like ; since even the bad, as Euripides tells us, are pleasing to one another. “ The bad,” he says, “ are welded to the
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ακολουθεί rfj ηδονή ή αρετή, ὰλλὰ τή αρετή ή
1210 a φάναι δεΐν. el γάρ αφελείς αυτών το ήδεΐς εἶναι άλλήλοις, άλλους ποριοΰνται φίλους εις το συ ζην, τούς ήδεΐς· εις γάρ το συ ζην οΰδεν μεΐζόν εστι του ήδεΐς είναι· άτοπον οΰν το μή οΐεσθαι δεΐν τους 27 σπουδαίους μάλιστα άλλήλοις συζήν τοϋτο δ’ ούκ
ϋίπεί όε όιήρηνται αι φιΛιαι εις τρία ειοη, και εν 28 ταΰταις ήπορεΐτο, πότερον εν ισότητι ή φιλία εγ-γίνεται ή εν αν ισότητι· ἔστιν οΰν κατ’ άμφότερα. ή μεν γάρ καθ' ομοιότητα ή των σπουδαίων καί ή τελεία φιλία· ή δὲ κατ’ άνομοιότητα ή κατά το ίο συμφέρον, τω γάρ ενπόρω 6 πένης διά την ενδειαν ὥν ό πλούσιος ευπορεί φίλος ἔστι, καί τω σπονδαίω ό φαΰλος διά ταύτό· διά γάρ την ενδειαν την της
“ Dindorf, Poetae Scenici (ed. 8) gives
άνηρ hk χρηστος χρηστόν oil μισεί ware, κακψ κακό! το συντίίτηκον ήΒοναΐς· φιλεΐ δέ θούμόφυλον άνθρύπους άγαν from Belhrophon (Frag. 310). Eutl. VIT. ν. <t gives κακός κακψ <Se> αυντότηκον ηϋονη.
11 See § 10, and note on § 8. The reference to a classification given directly in Ific. but only indirectly here, strongly suggests, like the similar one in § 40 below, that we are dealing with a compilation. Of also I. χχχΐν. 1 note il e This seems to be a slip on the author’s part, which he
ήδ ' ’--'λ·λ-*
τήν ηδονήν εΐναι, ή
ού δεΐ; άτοπον γάρ το μ^
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bad." a Virtue, in fact, does not attend upon pleasure, but pleasure upon virtue.
26	Is it actually necessary that there be pleasure in vicnnurc the friendship of good men, or is it not ? To deny it pJSjjffj’ were absurd. For if we deprive them of pleasure in οι tim Uuod each other’s society, they will provide themselves
with other friends for companionship, friends who will give them pleasure ; since for companionship
27	nothing is more important than pleasantness. As, then, it is absurd to suppose that good men are not specially drawn to mutual companionship ; and such companionship is impossible without pleasure : it would seem to follow that such men are specially endowed with the gift of pleasantness.
(Euii. VII. hi.-v.: Nfo. VIII. vi. 7-vin.)
28	Again, since we have divided friendships into three classes,6 and the question was raised whether in these classes the friendship arises under conditions of equality or of inequality 0 ; we find that friendship Friendship does in fact exist under both conditions. The iifίβtweenH friendship of likeness is the friendship of good men, tho Good, the perfect friendship ; while that of unlikeness is the fnJjiUi., kind whose basis is profit. For the poor man is friend between to the wealthy owing to his need of those things seek p'nlit wherein the rich man abounds ; and the bad man is friend to the good for the same reason ; through his
own lack of virtue, he is friend to one from whom he
29	hopes to be supplied with it. Friendship based on profit arises, therefore, between the unlike ; so that Euripides writes:
repeats at the beginning of § 81. The question raised in § ϋ and answered here is whether Friendship is based on Likeness or Unlikeness. There mny be inequality even between those who are alike; cf Nic. VIII. xiil. 1.
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epa μεν όμβρου yeti’, όταν ξηρόν πέδον
-, ώς εναντίας οδσιν τοντοις έγγίγνεται φιλία ή διὰ τὰ συμφέρον, και γάρ ει θέλεις τα έναντιώτατα ■ποίησαι πϋρ και ύδωρ, ταΰτα άλλήλοις χρήσιμα ε'ισίν. τό γὰρ πΰρ φασίν, εάν μη έχη υγρόν, 30 φθείρεσθαι, ώς τοϋτ αύτφ παρασκευάζον ώσπερ τροφήν τινα, ταύτην δε τοσαύτην, όσης κρατήσειεν (αν)· αν μεν γαρ πλεΐον ποίησης τό υγρόν, επικράτησαν (ποιήσει) φθείρεσθαι τό πϋρ, εάν δέ σύμμετρον, συνοίσει. δήλον οΰν οτι και εν τοΐς εναντιωτάτοις φιλία έγγίνεται Βία το συμφέρον.
Ανάγονται δε πάσαι αι φιλίαι, και αι εν Ισότητι 31 και αἱ έν άνισότητι, εις τάς ίαηρημένας τρεις.
"Εστιν S' εν άπάσαις ταΐς φιλίαις διαφορά γινο-μένη προς άλλήλους, όταν μη ομοίως φιλώσιν η ευ ποιώσιν η ύπηρετώσιν η ό τι αν των τοιοντων όταν μεν γάρ δ μεν έκτενώς ποιή δ δ’ ελλείπη, κατά την ελλειφιν τό έγκλημα καί ή μέμφις. ου μην άλλ’ 32 επί μεν των τοιούτων <5ν τό αυτό εστι τ έλος τής φιλίας, οἶον ει άμφότεροι κατά τό συμφέρον άλλή-λοι? φίλοι ή κατά τό ήδύ ή κατ αρετήν, εϋδηλος ή έλλειφις ή παρά του ετέρου, εάν οΰν πλείω αγαθά σύ μοι ποιής ή εγώ σοι, ούδ’ αμφισβητώ ἔτι μή ου δεΐν σε μάλλον υπ’ έμοΰ φιλεΐσθαι· εν ή δέ φιλία μή 33 διὰ ταύτό φίλοι εσμέν, μάλλον αι διαφοραί. άδηλος γάρ ή έλλειφις παρ' έκατέρου. οἶον ει δ μεν δι
6G0
° See § 3 above.
" Suuh as that contained in oil-fuel.
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Earth is. of lain enamoured when ’tis dry," since between these opposites there springs up the friendship of profit or advantage. For if you choose to regard fire and water as of all things most utterly opposed, yet are they profitable the one to the other.
30	Fire, we are told, apart from moisture* dies down ; since the latter supplies it with a kind of nourishment, which must, however, be no more than it can overcome ; for if we supply the moisture in excess, it will overcome the fire and cause it to die down ; only in right proportion will it be profitable to it It is clear, then, that even between things most utterly opposed there springs up friendship based on profit.
(End. VII. iv., : Kic. VIII. vii., vih., xiii., mv.-IX. i.)
31	Every kind of friendship, whether between equals or unequals, may be referred to one of these three classes.
In all kinds of friendship differenceLS will arise Diiftrimcoi between the friends when love or benefit ον service or the like is not equal oil both sides. For when the one shows himself keen and active therein, and the other falls bhort of him, from this shortcoming arise
32	complaint and blame. It is, however, to be observed that in the case of those friends whose friendship has the same object—if both friends, that is, are friends for profit or for pleasure or for virtue—any shortcoming on the pari of one is easy to discern ; so that if you confer more benefits on me than I on you, I do not dispute that you have α claim to receive move love
33	from me. But if in oar friendship we have diverse objects in view, differences are more serious, because shortcoming on either side is difficult to discern.
Where, for instance, one is a friend for the sake of
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late α	(
ήδονήν φίλος έστίν ο δέ διὰ το συμφέρον, ένταΰθα ή αμφισβήτησές· ούτε γάρ ό τω συμφέρον τι ΰ-ττερ-έχων αξίαν οϊεται την ήδονήν άνπκαταλλάττε-σθαι του συμφέροντος, ούτε ό τή ηδονή ύπερέχων 1310 b αξίαν τής ηδονής εν τω συμφέροντι χάριν άπολαμ-βάνειν. διδ μάλλον αι διαφοραί εν ταΐς τοιαόται? φιλίαις γίνονται.
Οἱ δ’ έν άνισότητι φίλοι δντες, οἱ μεν ύπερέχοντες 34 πλούτιρ ή αλλω τινι τοιούτω ούκ οἴονται δεΐν αύτο'ι 5 φιλεΐν, ὰλλ’ νπο των ενδεεστίρων οἴονται δεΐν αυτοί φιλεΐσθαι· ἔστιν δέ βέλτιον το φιλεΐν ή το φιλεΐσθαι.
—το μεν γάρ φιλεΐν ενέργεια τις ηδονής και αγαθόν, 35 άττο δε του φιλεΐσθαι ούδεμία τω φίλου μένω ενέργεια γίνεται.—ἔτι δέ βελτιον το γνώριζειν ή το 3β γνωρίζεσθα ι· τ ο μεν γάρ γνωρίζεσθ αι και το φι-ιο λεΐσθαι και τοι? άφυχοις υπάρχει, το δέ γνώριζε ιν και το φιλεΐν τοΐς έμψύχοις.—ἔτι τὰ εύποιητικον 37 είναι βελτιον ή τὰ μή· 6 μεν οΰν φιλών εύποιητικός, ή φιλεΐ, ό δέ φίλου μένος, ή φιλεΐται, οϋ.—ὰλλ’ οἱ 38 άνθρωποι διὰ φιλοτιμίαν φιλεΐσθαι μάλλον βού-15 λονται ή φιλεΐν, διά το εν τ φ φιλεΐσθαι υπεροχήν τινα είναι· αει γάρ ό φιλουμενος υπερέχει ηδονή ή εύπορίψ ή αρετή, 6 δέ φιλότιμος τής υπεροχής ορέγεται, και ούκ οἴονται δεΐν αυτοί φιλεΐν οι εν 39 υπεροχή δντες · άντιδιδόναι γάρ έν οΐς ύπερέχουσιν τοΐς φιλοΰσιν αυτούς, ἔτι δέ καί ήττους αυτών 20 είσίν διά ούκ οἴονται δεΐν φιλεΐν αλλά φιλεΐσθαι. ό δ’ ενδεής χρημάτων ή ήδονών ή αρετής θαυμάζει
Of Me. IX. vii. 6: and xii. 4 below.
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pleasure and the other for profit, there it is that disputes arise. The one who confers a surplus of profit does not consider the pleasure he receives is worth the profit he gives ; while he who confers a surplus of pleasure does not considei· the profit he receives a worthy acknowledgement of the pleasure he gives. And so it is in friendship of this kind that differences mostly arise.
34	When there is inequality between friends, those who are superior in wealth or the like do not expect lo
love, but to be loved by tlieir inferiors. But to love rj0yl“r(\j“llII
35	is better than to be loved. For love is an active pleasure and a good thing ° ; whilst merely to be
30 loved creates no activity in the soul. To know, too, is better than to be known ; for while the latter, like being loved, is possible even for things without life,1' knowing, like loving, is only permitted to living
37	beings. Again, the quality of beneficence is better than the lack of it: now he that loves, in so far as he loves, is conferring benefit; while he who is loved, in
38	so far as he is loved confers none. But ambition makes men desire to be loved rather than to love, because the former involves a certain superiority ; seeing that one who is loved is always superior in pleasantness, wealth, or virtue, and superiority is the aim of the
39	ambitious. Those who possess superiority do not expect to love ; for they consider that they are repaying those who love them with the things in which they themselves are superior. The others too are on a lower level; wherefore they claim, not to love them, but to be loved by them. On the other hand he who is lacking in property or pleasantness or virtue admires one who is his superior in these,
* § 1 above.
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τον νπερεχοντα τούτοις, καί φιλεΐ διὰ τὰ τούτων ή τυγχάνειν ή οΐεσθαι τεύξεσθαι.
Εἱσιν δέ Λ·αι τοιαΰται φιλίαι έή όμοιοπαθείας, εκ 40 τον τάγαθον βούλεσθαί τινι, elvaι. οι5λγ ἔστιν δὲ 2.-. ή «π τούτων γινόμενη φιλία πάντα ταΰτα ἔχουσα· πολλάκις γάρ άλλιρ μεν εἶναι βουλόμεθα τάγαθά, σνζήν μέντοι μετ’ άλλον, ὰλλὰ ταΰτα πότερον 41 φιλίας δει είπεΐν, η τής τελείας φιλίας τής κατ αρετήν πάθη; εν εκείνη γάρ τή φιλίψ πάντα ταΰτα ενυπάρχει· και γάρ συζήν μετ’ οόδενός ao ὰλλου αν θόλοιμεν (και γάρ το ήδύ και το συμφέρον, και ή αρετή τφ σπουδαίιρ υπάρχει) καί τάγαθά τούτιρ μάλιστα βουλοίμεθ’ αν, και το ζήν καί το εΰ ζήν ου κ άλλιρ τινι ή τούτιρ.
Πότερον δ' εστίν αύτω [φιλία]1 και προς αυτόν 42 φιλία, ή ου, νυν μεν άφείσθω, ύστερον δ’ εροϋμεν. ss πάντα δε βουλόμεθα ήμΐν αύτοΐς· και γαρ συζήν μεθ' ημών αυτών βουλόμεθα (ίσως δὲ τοΰτο καί άναγκαΐον) και το εΰ ζήν καί τὰ ζήν καί τὰ βού-λεσθαι* τάγαθόν, ούκ άλλιρ τινι. ἔτι ομοιοπαθείς 43 ήιμΐν αύτοΐς μάλιστα εσμεν αν γάρ προσπταίσωμεν η άλλιρ τινι περιπεσωμεν των τοιούτων, εύθύς λνπούμεθα. διό δόζειεν αν ούτως είναι αύτω προς ιζιι.αύτον3 φιλία.
1 The mss. rend αύτω φιλία, αύτο φιλία, οτ αύτοφιΜα. Sylburg deletes φιλία. Perhaps it would bfc better to delete καί also, and read πότερον δ’ itrriv αύτψ προς αΜν φιλία (which I have translated).
a Omitting [το βονλτσθαι],
•	Bekker's text has αύτω irpos αύτον.___________
•	Cf. § 27 above. The marks of Friendship are given seriatim in Nic. IX. iv. 1. See note on § 28.
•	For this use of πάθος cf. End. III. v. 7 τό όλίγωρον το0 μ<γαλοφόχου μάλιστ' tmi πάθος ίδιον.
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and loves him because he either obtains them from him or hopes to do so,
40	There are, moreover, friendships of this kind (between those who are unequal) whose origin is ft feeling of sympathy, that desires another’s welfare.
The friendship, however, which arises in this case does not possess all the characteristics of which we have spoken. We often wish for one man's welfare,
41	whilst preferring another’s companionship.11 But are such things to be considered as accompaniments6 of Friendship in general, or only of the perfect friendship based on virtue ? For they are all found in that kind of friendship. With none other than such a friend would we keep company (seeing that the good man possesses both pleasantness and profit and virtue); and for him especially would we desire welfare : long and happy life for him, as for no one else/
42	The question whether a man can be his own friend
we will leave unsettled for the moment, but return Clon'd later to answer it.** In any case it is true that we desire all things for ourselves. Wc wish for our own company (as we pan scarcely help doing) ; and long and happy life and everything that is good, for our-
43	selves as for none other. Moreover we feel a special degree of sympathy for ourselves. For if we suffer failure or other misfortune we at. once feel distress.
This at any rate points to the existence of friendship for oneself.
“ With thes.e two sections cf Eud. VII. vi. 3-9, vii.: and Nir. VIII, v. 3, vi. 4, IX. iv. 1,2, W. 10.
a The discussion of the analogy between friendship for self and for another in §§ 42-44 and 47-50 corresponds to Eud. VII. vi. (βf. JYio. IX. iv.). The promise here made, and its definite fulfilment in § -W, arc peculiar to the author.
See Grant’s note on Nio. IX. iv. G.
665
ARISTOTLE
Τὰ δή τοιαΰτα, οἶον τήν όμοιοπάθειαν καί το ευ H ζην καί τὰ άλλα, ήτοι εις την προς ημάς αύτούς φιλίαν άναφεροντες λεγομεν η εις την τελείαν· εν άμφοτεραις γάρ πάντα ταΰτα υπάρχει· καί γάρ 5 [καί] το συ ζην καί το είναι βονλεσθαι και το εδ είναι καί τάλλα πάντα εν ταυταις εστίν.
Ἔτι δέ ἴσαι? αν δόξειεν, εν οΐς εστι δίκαιον, εν 45 τούτοι? και φιλίαν εΐναι· διό καί όσα περ δικαίων είδη, τοσαΰτα καί φιλίων, τό δη δίκαιόν ἔστιν καί ξενω προς πολίτην καί δουλω προς δεσπότην καί ίο πολίτη προς πολίτην καί υίώ προς πάτερα καί γυναικί προς άνδρα, καί όσαι απλώς (ἴλλαι κοινωνίαν καί φιλίαι ενεισιν εν εκάστοις τούτων, βεβαιότατη 46 δ’ αν δόξειεν είναι των φιλιών η ξενική· ον γάρ ἔστιν ουδὲν αύτοΐς τέλος κοινόν υπέρ οΰ άμφισ-βητοΰσιν, οἶον ev τοίς πολίτοι?* διαμφισβητοΰντες 15 γάρ πρός άλλήλους κατά την υπεροχήν ου μενουσιν φίλοι όντες.
Έχόμενον δ’ αν εϊη νυν τοΰτ είπείν, πότερόν 47 εστι πρός αυτόν φιλία, ή ου. επεί δ’ οΰν όρώμεν, ώσπερ καί μικρόν επάνω ελεγομεν, ότι εκ μεν τών καθ' εκαστα τό φιλεΐν γνωρίζεται τα δε καθ’ εκαστα 20 αυτοί αύτοΐς αν μάλιστα βουλοίμεθα (και γάρ τάγαθά καί τό είναι καί τό εδ είναι· όμοιοπαθε-στατοι S’ αύτοΐς ή μιν εσμεν καί συζήν δε μεθ’ εαυτών μάλιστα βουλόμεθα) ■ ωστ ει μεν εκ τών καθ' εκαστα γνωρίζεται ή φιλία, τά δέ καθ' εκαστα ή μιν αύτοΐς αν βουλοίμεθα ύπάρχειν, δήλόν εστιν •μ ώς εστι πρός αύτούς φιλία, ώσπερ καί τήν αδικίαν
« With these two sections cf Νιν. VIII. ix.-xi. 4 § 42 above.
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4.4. As for sympathy, then, and the desire for happy life, and the other things we have mentioned, in speaking of such things we can attribute them either to our (supposed) friendship for ourselves, or to the perfect friendship (between good men). They all exist in both alike ; the wish for companionship, and continued and happy existence and the rest are all found in them.
45	Again, it may perhaps be thought that where there exist reciprocal rights, there fiiendsliip is found also ; and accordingly that friendships correspond in kind to those rights. Now there are reciprocal rights between stranger and citizen, slave and master, citizen and citizen, son and father, wife and husband ; and in these and all other human relationships, friend-
46	ships too are possible between the parties. Friendship between strangers might be supposed firmest of all, seeing that sLrangers have no common object for which they dispute with one another as fellow-citizens do. The latter, when competing for superiority they engage in violent dispute, cease to be friends.11
4Π	At this point we must answer our previous question6
whether friendship towards oneself is possible or not. Now since we perceive, as we just now stated, that love or friendship is discerned by several characteristic desires ; and it is for ourselves that we pre-eminently desire them (for we desire good things for ourselves, and a long and happy existence ; and are also most in sympathy with ourselves ; and desire our own company rather than any other):—if, then, love is discerned by its several characteristic desires, and these desires we feel for our own behoof: it clearly follows that love or friendship for ourselves does exist, even
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1211 “ έφαμεν προς αυτόν εἶναι, επειδή γὰρ βτερος^ ί’«>' 48 ό άδικων sVepos δέ ό αδικούμενος, α ^ αυτοί δ ets έστιν έκαστος, διὰ το τοιοΰτον ονκ εδοκει είναι προς αυτόν αδικία· ἔστι μέντοι, ως εφαμεν σκοποΰντες επί των της ψυχής μερών, επειδή εστι 80 πλείω, όταν ταΰτα μη όμονοώσιν, τότε είναι προς αυτόν την αδικίαν, ομοίως οΰν τοντω καί η φιλία 49 δόξειεν αν είναι προς αυτόν, επειδή γὰρ ό φίλος εστίν, ως φαμέν, όταν βουλώμεθα σφοδρά φίλον είπειν, μία φαμέν1 ψυχή ή εμή καί η τούτον έπεί οΰν εστι της ψυχής πλείω μέρη, τό τ' ἔσται μία ψυχή, όταν συμφωνώσι προς αλληλα ο τε λόγος καί τα πάθη (ουτω γάρ μία εσται)· ώστε μιας γενομένης ἔσται προς αύτον φιλία.
Αυτή δ’ ἔσται ή προς αυτόν φιλία εν τω σπου- SO δαίψ· τουτω γάρ μένω τα της ψυχής ευ εχουσιν μέρη προς άλληλα τω μή διαφέρεσθαι, επεί ο γε 40 φαύλος ούδέποτ εστίν αυτός αύτώ φίλος, μάχεται γάρ αει εαυτφ. 6 γοΰν άκρατης, όταν πράξη τι 1211 b των καθ’ ηδονήν, μετ ου πολύ μεταμελείται καί κακίζει αντος αυτόν ομοίως επί των άλλων κακιών ό φαΰλος εχει. δια τελεί γάρ αυτός αύτ φ μαχό-μενος καί έναντι σύμενος.
Ἔστιν δέ φιλία καί έν ίσότητι, οἶον ή μεν τών 51 β εταίρων εν ίσοτητι αριθμώ και δυνάμει άγαθοΰ (ουδέτερος γάρ αυτών ἔστιν άξιος θατέρου πλέον εχειν οΰτε κατ αριθμόν αγαθών ούτε κατά δύναμιν οντε κατά μέγεθος, αλλά τὰ ἴσον ίσοι γάρ τινες 1 Omitting· φαμἐν.
β See Ι. xxxiii. 31-35 above.
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48	as we said that injustice towards oneself exists. It is true that because he who commits injustice and he who suffers it ave two different persons, whilst each individual self is one, on this account self-injury seemed at first sight impossible. It does however exist, as we declared in our survey of the parts of the soul. As these are several in number, we said that self-injury occurs
49	when they are in discord one with another.0 Much in the same way it would appear that friendship for oneself arises. A friend, as we say when we desire to mark someone as eminently such, is “ my soul and another’s in one.” And whereas each soul itself consists of several parts, it will only be " one soul ” when rational Principle find the passions are in hamiony with one another. Then indeed it will be one ; and with a soul at unity in itself, the man will be his own friend and lover.
80 But such friendship for self will exist only in the Only the good man ; for in him alone the pavts of the soul, IThta^wn being nowise at variance, are well-disposed towards Fr,c“<1· one another. For the bad man, being ever at strife with himself, can never be his own friend. The self-indulgent indeed, when he has acted as pleasure suggests, soon repents and upbraids himself; and so, too, with the bad man’s other vices ; he is continually at strife and in opposition with himself.
(Cf iVic. VIII. xii., xiii. I.)
SI	Of the friendship which flourishes under equal con- Friendship, ditions, we may take as an example that between ^,Vaor™ comrades, who exchange benefits equal in number dittom and in potency. 1 Neither of them claims a larger “rs share οι those benefits than the other, whether in number, potency, or magnitude, but only the same 6G9
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έθέλουσιν εἶναι οἱ εταίροι) · έν άνισότητι δέ ή 52 πατρός προς υιόν, και άρχομένου και άρχοντος, και ίο κρείττονος και χείρονος, καί γυναικός και άνδρός, καί απλώς έν οἶ? ἔστιν 6 την του χείρονος καί κρείττονος τάξω εχων εν ττ) φιλίμ. αιτη γάρ έστιν 63 ή έν άνισότητι φιλία κατά λόγον, ουδέποτε γαρ επ’ αγαθού δόσει ούδείς ’ίσον αν δοίη τω βελτίονι καί τω χείρον ι, άλλα μεΐζον τω καθ’ υπεροχήν ο vt ι 15 αει. τοΰτο δ’ ίσον έστίν τω λόγω- ίσον γάρ πώς έστιν ό τό έλαττον εχων αγαθόν χείρων ών τω μεΐζον έχοντι κρείττονι οντι.
XII. Των 8έ φιλιών άπασών των είρημένων του- 1 των μάλιστά πως εγγίνεται τό φιλεΐν εν τη συγ-20 γενική, καί ταϋτα εν τη πατρί προς υιόν, καί δια τί ποτε ο πατήρ τον υιόν μάλλον φιλεΐ ή ό υιός τον πατέρα; πότερον ον ν, ως ἔνιοι λέγοντες ορθώς πρός γε τούς πολλούς, ότι ό μεν πατήρ εύεργέτηκέν πως τον υιόν, 6 δ’ υιός χάριν οφείλει της ευεργεσίας; αυτή μεν οΰν η αιτία [και] εν τη κατά τό 2 26 συμφέρον φιλίη. δόζειεν αν ΰπάρχειν ώσπερ δέ καί κατά τάς έπιστημας όρώμεν ἔχον, οΰτω πως έχει καί ενταύθα, λέγω δ’ οἶον [ἔστιν] ἔστι μεν ὥν τό 3 αυτό τέλος τε καί ενέργεια, καί ούκ άλλο τι παρά την ενέργειαν τέλος, οἶον τω αύλητη η αύτη ενέρ-80 γεια καί τέλος (τό γάρ αύλεΐν καί τέλος αύτω εστι καί ενέργεια), άλλ’ ού τη οικοδομική (καί γάρ
« If affection is the appropriate makeweight, the son should give more of it than he receives. Actually, as the next chapter points out, he gives as a rule less. He is thus under α twofold obligation to render honour to his parents. ( jf..i\Tir, VIII. MV. 2 τη; aperijs καί τή; eiepyealas ή τιμι)
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share ; for comrades are willing to live under conditions approximately equal.
52	On the other hand, between father and son, subject (ϊ) \\U«ro and ruler, superioi and inferior, wife and husband,— ttTbV'60 wherever in fact one of the partners in the friendship holds an inferior position and the other a superior one
—friendship still exists, but under conditions of
53	inequality. For this is the friendship between unequals, which is governed by proportion. In the distribution of benefit no one would assign the same share to superior as to inferior, but would always allot the greater share to the former.® Thus equality is effected by proportion ; since where the inferior takes the lesser benefit, and the superior the greater one, a certain kind of equality is attained between them.
{find. VII. Yin. ι cf Nic. IX. vii.)
1	XII. Of all the kinds of friendship we have Γα!"^|1 mentioned, it is in the friendships between kindred A"“c on' that love is pre-eminently manifest; and above all,
in the friendship of father for son. Why is it, we ask, that the father loves the son more than the son the father ? Is it, as some with the approval of most men declare, because the father has conferred some benefit on his son, and the son owes him acknowledgement
2	therefor f Such a cause as this would seem to operate in friendship based on profit; but the present case resembles what we notice in the arts and sciences.
3	What I mean is that in some of these, end and activity are one and the same ; beyond the practice of the art, there is no ulterior aim. The flute-player'a activity and aim are, for instance, identical; to him, his playing is end and activity at once. But with the art of building it is otherwise ; besides the activity,
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2U b έτερον τέλος παρά την ενέργειαν)· ἔστιν ονν ή 4 φιλία ενέργεια τις, ούδεν δέ ἔστιν ὰλλο τέλο? τταρὰ την ενέργειαν τον φιλεϊν, άλλα τοΰτο αυτό. 6 μεν ονν πατήρ ενεργεί πως αει μάλλον παρά τὰ1 αυτού 3ο τι εΐναι ποίημα τον υιόν, τοΰτο δ’ όρώμεν και επί των άλλων ον πάντες γάρ προς ο αν αυτοί ποιή-σωσιν, προς τούτο πως καί ευνοι είσίν. 6 οΰν δ πατήρ ευνοεί πως προς τον υ ιον αυτού ιόντα ποίημα, τη μνήμη καί τη ελπίδι αγόμενος· διό μάλλον φιλεΐ ό πατήρ τον υιόν η ό υιός τον πατέρα.
4ο Αει δέ καί υπέρ των άλλων φιλιών των λεγο- β 1212. μένων καί δοκουσών επισκέφααθαι ει είσίν φιλιαι. οἶον ή έννοια φιλία δοκεΐ. απλώς μεν οΰν ονκ αν η δόξειεν εἶναι ή εύνοια φιλία (πολλοΐς γάρ πολλάκις η από τού ίδεΐν η από του άκοϋσαί τι υπέρ τινος α αγαθόν εδνοι γινόμεθα· ὰρ’ οΰν ήδη καί φίλοι; η ου; ού γάρ εἴ τι? ήν Ααρείιρ εϋνους εν ΐΐέρσαις οντι, ώσπερ Ισως ήν, ευθέως καί φιλία ήν αύτω προς Ααρεΐον) · άλλ’ αρχή μεν αν ποτε φιλίας ή $ εύνοια δόξειεν εΐναι, γένοιτο δ’ αν η εύνοια φιλία, ει προσλάβοι βούλησιν τοΰ τάγαθά δυνατός ών πράζαι πράττειν εκείνου ένεκεν φ ἔστιν εϋνους.— ίο ἔστιν δ’ ή εύνοια τοΰ ήθους καί προς τό ήθος· 0 ούδείς γάρ λέγεται εϋνους οϊνω ή άλλω τινι των άψυχων αγαθών ή ήδέων, ὰλλ’ άν τις ή τό ήθος σπουδαίος, προς τούτον ή εύνοια.—ούκ ἔστιν δέ 10 1 Heading παρά <τοΰ>το <τφ> for παρά τό mss.
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4	there is a further aim. Now Friendship or Love is a species of activity ; and it has no aim beyond its own activity ; this is its sole end. The father’s activity, however, is always of a fullev kind than this, because the son is his own creation. This we see in the case of other creators ; in one way or another, they are all favourably disposed to >vliat they have themselves made. So the father lias a favour towards the son as
" towards his own work, being led by memory and l>y hope ; and on this account he loves his son more than his son loves him.
(Eud. VII. vii.: rf Nic. IX. v., \i.)
β We have also to consider those other feelings which κ in common thought and parlance are classed as love tf or friendship, and to see if they are truly such. The feeling of Favour, for instance, is regarded as a species
7	of friendship. Now, strictly speaking, Favour should not be accounted as friendship. In many cases through seeing someone, or hearing some good of him from another, we are favourably disposed to him. But do we thereby become his friends ? Surely not. For if when Darius was reigning in Persia some were favourably disposed to him, as it may well have been, yet this did not straightway constitute love or friend-
8	ship towards him. On the other hand, Favour would sometimes appear to be the origin or source of friendship ; and may be turned into it by the addition of a desire to confer benefit, if one has the power, upon
9	the favoured person. Favour is a feeling of character for character. We do not say that anyone is favourable to wine or anything else inanimate, whether good or pleasant; but if a man's character
10	be morally good, he attracts our favour. And Favour VOL. π	2 χ	673
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1212 * , , , , . χωρίς της φιλίας ή εύ'νο ια, ὰλλ έν τω αύτφ' διο So«T€t ^>ιλίο εἶναι.
Ή δ’ ομόνοια ἔστιν μεν σύνεγγυς τη φιλία, έὰν 11 iff την ομόνοιαν λάβης την κυρίως λεγο μόνην. ει γάρ τις Έμπεδοκλεΐ ομοίως υπολαμβάνει και δοκεϊ αύτφ τὰ στοιχεία είναι α κάκείνω, άρά γε οδτος Έμπεδοκλεΐ ομονοεί; η ου; επεί περί τι άλλο τοιοΰτον.1 πρώτον μεν γάρ ου κ ἔστιν ή ομόνοια εν 12 τοΐς νοητοΐς ὰλλ’ εν τοι? πρακτοΐς, και εν τούτο is 20 ούχ fj νοοΰσ ι τ αυτόν, ὰλλ’ ή άμα τω ταύτόν νοεΐν προαίρεσιν εχουσιν περί α νοοΰσ ιν επί τ αυτά, ει γάρ εννοοΰσιν άμφότεροι άρχειν, ὰλλ* ο μεν αύτόν δ δ’ αύτόν, άρά γε ηδη όμονοοΰσιν; η ου; ὰλλ ει κάγώ εμαυτόν βούλομαι άρχειν κάκεΐνος εμέ, ούτως ηδη όμονοοΰμεν. ἔστι δή όμονοεΐν εν τοΐς 13 20 πρακτοΐς μετά βουλήσεως ταύτοΰ. περί άρχοντος άρα κατάστασιν εν πρακτοΐς2 του αύτοΰ ἔστιν ή όριόνοια ή κυρίως λεγο μόνη.
XIII. ’Επεί δ’ εστίν, ως φαμόν, αύτω προς αυτόν 1 φιλία, πότερον ό σπουδαίος ἔσται φίλαυτος η ου;
80 ἔστιν δέ φίλαυτος ό αύτοΰ ενεκεν πάντα πράττων εν τοΐς κατά τό λυσιτελές. 6 μεν οΰν φαΰλος φίλαυτος εστίν (αυτός αύτοΰ γάρ ενεκεν πάντα πράττει)· ὰλλ* ούχ 6 σπουδαίος, διά τοΰτο γάρ
1 Reading <το τοιοΰτον > with Spengel. a Omitting iv πρακτοΐς, after Susemihl’s conjecture.
“ Or “ in the same dispositions ” (taking αύτω as masculine).
b xi. 47 above.
‘ φίλαυτος usually carries an evil connotation like that of the English word “ selfish.”
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is not far from friendship ον love, but exists under the same conditions “ ; and this is why they are supposed identical.
11	Concord approaches closely to friendship ; but only Concord, if it be attained in the full sense of the term. For if a
man holds the same opinions as Empedocles, and believes the world formed from the same elements as he did, is that man in concord -with Empedocles ?
Surely not ; since this kind of agreement lies in a
12	different field. In the first place, Concoid operates not in what we think and believe, but in what we plan to do. And in this practical sphere, we are in concord not merely in so far as we have the same things in mind, but in so far as besides this we have a determination about them which points in the same direction. For suppose we both have in mind some office, but each is minded that he himself shall fill it; is this enough to constitute concord ? Surely not.
But if I desire that I shall hold the office, and the other also desires that I shall, then we are really in
13	concord. Concord, then, must operate in the sphere of practice, (not merely in that of belief,) and is accompanied by desire for the same end. So that concord in the appointment of the same man as magistrate is an example of Concord in the full sense of the word.
(Nic. IX. viii.)
1 XIII. Since, as we maintain, it is possible for a self-love, man to feel love or friendship for himself,6 will the “nd good man be a self-lover or not f Now the man whose every act in matters of lucre is for his own behoof is a. self-lover 0; bo that the bad man, who always acts for his own behoof, is a self-lover, while the good man is not. For what makes him a. good man is just this,
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ἔστι στοιιδαΐο?, δη άλλου ένεκεν τούτο πράττει· διὰ ούκ ἔστιν φίλαυτος, ὰλλ’ όρμώσι μεν άπαντες 2 3' έττί τάγαθά, και οἴονται αΰτοΐς δεΐν μάλιστα ύπάρ-χειν. τοΰτο 8έ ἔστι μάλιστα φανερόν ini πλούτου και αρχής, ό μεν συν σπουδαίος εκστήσεται τούτων άλλω, ούχ ώς ον προσήκσν αύτφ μάλιστα, ὰλλ’ αν δρα άλλον δυνησόμενον μάλλον τούτοις αΰτοΰ χρησθαι- οι δ’ άλλοι τοΰτο ου ποιήσουσι δι άγνοιαν 1818 ϊ (ου γάρ οἴονται κακώς αν χρήσασθαι τοΐς τοιούτοις άγαθοΐς) ή διά φιλοτιμίαν του άρχειν. 6 δε σττου- 3 δαΐος ουδέτερον τούτων πείσεται· διό ουδέ φίλαυτος κατά γε τα τοιαΰτα αγαθά, ὰλλ’ ει άρα, κατά τό 6 καλάν, τούτου γάρ μόνον άλλω ούκ ὰν εκσταίη, τὰ δε συμφέροντα και ήδέα1 εκστήσεται. την μεν οΰν 4 κατά τό καλόν αἴρεσιν φίλαυτος ἔσται· τήν δε κατά τό συμφέρον καί καθ’ ηδονήν λεγομενην ούκ ἔσται ο σπουδαίος, αλλά 6 φαύλος.
XIV. Πο'τίρον δέ ποτε 6 σπουδαίος φιλήσει ι αντος εαυτόν μάλιστα ή ου; earn μεν ουν αυτός ίο αυτόν μάλιστα ως φιλήσει, ἔστι δ’ ως ου. επειδή γάρ φαμεν τον σπουδαΐον έκστήσεσθαι των αγαθών των κατά τό συμφέρον τω φίλο), τον φίλον μάλλον θύτου φιλήσει, ναι, ὰλλ’ ή τούτων εξιστάμενος τω 2 φίλω αύτω τό καλάν περιποιείται, τούτη εξίσταται
1 To avoid the harsh change of construction from the gen. to the acc. in dependence on έκστήσεται, Scaliger reads κατά for τά, and Spengel του δέ συμφέροντος καί i)8ios.
“ ror ορμή see ι. rv. y.
b For ri καλάν as the aim of Moral Virtue see I. xx., xxi. above.
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that he acta in such matters for the sake of another ; 2 and therefore he is no “ lover of self.” On the other hand, all men are naturally impelled " toward things
food, each claiming them in a special degree for im&elf; a fact especially manifest in the case of riches and office. Now the good man is ready to yield these things to another; not that he lacks a preeminent claim to them, but if he perceives that another will be able lo make better use of them than himself Other men, on the contrary, will fail to do this, either through ignorance (for they do not believe Ihat they would make bad use of these good 3 things) or through the ambition to hold office. The good man, however, will be free from both failings ; so that in regard to such good things as these, he is not a “ lover of self ” If he is a self-lover at all, it is in regard to what is noble or morally beautiful.6 This and this only he will not yield to another ; 4 advantages and pleasures he will yield.0 And so in his pursuit of what is noble he will be a “ lover of self ” ; whereas in the pursuit of profit and pleasure, which is usually called <love of self), not he, but the bad man will be a self-lover
1 XIV. Will the good man on any occasion love himself more than anyone else, or will he not ? In one sense, he will; in another, he will not. Inasmuch as we declare that the good man will yield to his friend such tilings as are good in the sense of being profitable, he will love his friend more than himself. 2 True ; but in the very yielding of these things to his friend, he secures for himself moral beauty or nobility.
' Nic. IX. vui. 10 suggests that the good man “ may on occasion give up to his friend the doing of noble acts’’(Grant, ad lor,.).
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is των τοιουτωυ. «στι μεν ουν ω? τον φιΛον airros αύτοΰ μάλλον φιλεΐ, ἔστι δέ ὥ? αντος αυτόν μάλιστα· κατά μιν γάρ το συμφέρον τον φίλον, κατά δε τό καλόν και αγαθόν αυτός αυτόν μάλιστα· αύτω γάρ ταΰτα περιποιείται κάλλιστα όντα, ἔστι μεν 3 οδν και φιλάγαθος, ου φίλαυτος- μόνον γάρ, εϊπερ 20 φιλεϊ αυτός εαυτόν, ότι αγαθός, ό δε φαύλος φίλαυτος· ούδεν γάρ εχει δι’ ο φιλήσει αυτός εαυτόν οἶον καλόν τι, άλλ' άνευ τούτων αυτός εαυτόν φιλήσει, ή αυτός, διό καί οδτος αν κυρίως λεγοιτο φίλαυτος.
XV.	’Έχόμενον δ’ αν εΐη υπέρ αύταρκείας ειπεϊν 1 25 και του αύτάρκαυς, πότερον ό αυτάρκης προσδεή-σεται φιλίας, ή ου, άλλ’ αντος εαυτω αυτάρκης ἔσται και κατά τοιho. λέγουσι γάρ τοιαΰτα και οι ποιηται·
όταν δ’ ό δαίμων ευ δίδω, τί δει φιλίων; όθεν καί ή απορία γίγνεται, πότερον ό πάντα so τάγαθά εχων και ών αυτάρκης προσδεήσεται φίλου; ή τότε καί μάλιστα; τινα γάρ ευ ποιήσει, ή μετά του συμβιωσεται; ου γάρ δη μόνος γε διάγει, ει 2 τοίνυν τούτων δεήσεται, ταΰτα δέ μή ενδέχεται άνευ φιλίας, προσδεοιτ αν ό αυτάρκης φιλίας.
Ἦ μεν οδν εν τοΐς λόγοι? είωθυΐα όμοιότης 3 β* λαμβάνεσθαι εκ του θεού οϋτ έκεΐ όρθως ουτ αν * 6
° For τό καλόν καί αγαθόν see II. ιχ. above.
6 Rackham. From Euripides, Orestes 6*6T.
4 See Rackham’s note on εγκύκλιοι! in Nie. I, v. 6 ; and Grant’s Appendix Β “ On the Εξωτερικοί λόγοι."
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ενταΰθα εΐη χρήσιμος' ου γάρ el 6 θεός ἔστιν αυτάρκης καί μηοενός δεΐται, διά τοΰτ ούδ' ημείς ονδενός δεησόμεθα. ear ι γὰ/> /(αι τοι οντος τις 4 Ao'yoy eVi του θεοΰ λεγόμενος. επει γάρ, φησι, ■πάντα ‘έχει τάγαθά ό θεός καί ἔστιν αυτάρκης, τί ποιήσ€ΐ; ου γάρ καθευδήσει. θεάσεται δή τι, 1218 αφησίν· τοΰτο γάρ κάλλιστον και οίκειότατον. τί οΰν θεάσεται; el μέν γάρ άλλο τι θεάσεται, βελτιον θεάσεται τι αύτοΰ. αλλά τοΰτ' άτοπου, το του θεοΰ άλλο τι εἶναι βέλτιον. αντος εαυτόν άρα κ θεάσεται. άλλ' άτοπου ■ και γάρ ό άνθρωπος [ο?] αν αυτός εαυτόν κατασκοπήται, ως αναίσθητα) «τι-τιμώμεν. άτοπος οΰν, φηησίν, ο θεός ἔσται αυτός εαυτόν θεώμενος.
Τί μεν οΰν ό θεός θεάσεται, άφείσθω· υπέρ δε 6 της αύταρκείας ού της του θεοΰ την σκεφιν ποι-ούμεθα, ὰλλ’ ανθρώπινης, πότερον ο αυτάρκης ϊ" δεήσεται φιλίας η ου; εΐ δη τις επι τον φίλον έπιβλεφας ἴδοι τί εστι καί οποιός τις ό φίλος, * * τοιοϋτος οϊος έτερος είναι εγώ, αν γε και σφοδρά φίλον ποίησης, ώσπερ τό λεγόμενον “ άλλος οντος Ηρακλής, άλλος φίλος εγώ λ” έπεϊ οΰν εστι και β χαλεπώτατον, ώσπερ και των σοφιών τινες ειρή-15 κασιν, τό γνώναι αυτόν, καί ήδιστον (τό γάρ αυτόν
1	Inserting <86ξειεν αν> or the like.
2	Omitting άλλοs φίλος εγώ. Or, transposing with Scaliger the first two words, “ a friend is another selt. See End. VII. xii. 13.
XI.
ss
in (παραβολή) and contrast between the Divine and n life and consciousness as set forth by Fud. in VU.
MAGNA MOB.ALIA, II. xv. 3-6
unhelpful here as it is misleading there For if we admit that Goo is self-sufficient and needs nothing, it 1 l does not. prove that we men need nothing. Τον the argument about the Divine Being· that we meet with is this. “ Since God possesses all good things and is self-sufficient, in what will His action consist ? For His existence will not be one long sleep. Nay, He will contemplate something ; for this is the noblest kind of activity and the most suited to Him. What then will He contemplate ? If He contemplates anything else, it must be something still better than Himself. But that anything should be better than Gon is absurd. It follows that He will contemplate Himself. But this too is absurd. If a man makes himself the object of his own research, we stigmatize him as a dullard. God in contemplation of Himself is therefore an absurdity.” *
5 With the object of the Divine contemplation we A Pnuml need not however concern ourselves. We are “fSSond investigating the Self-Sufficiency not of God but of! man : whether the self-sufficient man will or will not need friendship. Now supposing a man looks upon his friend and marks what he is and what is his character and quality; the friend—if we figure a friend of the most intimate sort—will seem to him to be a kind of second self, as in the common saying β “ This is my second Hercules.” Now to know oneself is <u> Aid a very difficult thing—as even philosophers have told Knowledge us—and a very pleasant tiling, knowledge of self xii.; and he may possibly have felt that such discussions arc beyond the scope of finite minds. It is lo be noted thut Aristotle denies to God the joy of the artist in creation, which Plato attributes to Him in the Timaent. (Of Tim. c. vi., where it is said that He created the world “ Hint all things should be as like Himself as they could be.”)
ARISTOTLE
εἶδέναι ήδό), αυτοί μέν ονν αυτούς εξ αυτών οι) δυνάμεθα θεάσασθαι (ότι δ’ αυτοί αυτούς ον δυνάμεθα, δήλον εξ ὥν άλλοις έπιτιμώμεν, αυτοί δὲ λανθάνομεν ταύτά ποιοΰντες· τούτο δὲ γίνεται δι 7 εύνοιαν ή διὰ πάθος1 πολλοΐς δε ημών ταΰτα έπι-20 σκοτεΐ προς το κρίνεα/ δρθώς)' ώσπερ ονν δταν θέλωμεν αυτοί αυτών το πρόσωπον ίδεΐν, εις τό κάτοπτρου εμβλεφαντες εΐδομεν, ομοίως και όταν αυτοί αυτούς βουληθώμεν γνώναι, εις τον φίλον ίδόντες γνωρίσαιμεν αν ἔστι γάρ, ως φαμέν, 6 φίλος έτερος εγώ. ει οΰν ήδύ μεν το αύτόν 8 2a εἶδέναι, τούτο δ* ονκ ἔστιν εἶδέναι άνευ άλλου φίλου, δ εο ιτ’ αν ό αυτάρκης φιλίας προς το αυτός αύτον γνωρίζειν,
Ἔτι δέ καί εϊπερ εστίν καλόν, ώσπερ έστίν, το 9 ευ ποιεΐν έχοντα τὰ παρά της τύχης άγαθα, τινα ευ ποιήσει; μετά τίνος δέ σνμβιώσεται; ου γὰ/> δη μόνος γε διάξει· τό γάρ συμβιοΰν ήδύ και eo άναγκαΐον. ει τοίνυν ταΰτα καλά καί ηδεα και 1218 b αναγκαία, ταυτα δἔ μη ενδέχεται είναι άνευ φιλίας, προσδέοιτ αν δ αυτάρκης φιλίας.
XVI.	Πότερον δὲ πολλούς κτητέον φίλους ^η 1 ολίγους; ούτε δη πολλούς, ώς απλώς ειπεΐν, οντ ο ολίγους δεΐ [αει], πολλών μεν γάρ δντων εργον εφ^ έκαστον μερίσαι τό φιλεΐν. έψ απάντων γάρ καί των άλλων εξαδννατεΐ ημών ή φύσις ασθενής ουσα προς τό επί πολύ άφικνεΐσθαι, οντε γάρ τη όφει επί πολύ δρώμεν, άλλ’ εάν πλέον άποατήσης του συμμέτρου, ελλείπει διά την ασθένειαν της φύσεως, ίο οΰτ’ επ’ ακοής, ούτ’ επί των άλλων ομοίως άπάν-
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being (proverbially) pleasant Direct contemplation of ourselves is moreover impossible, as is shown by the censure λνε inflict on others for the very things we
7	ourselves unwittingly do—favour or passion being the cause, which in many of us blind our judgement. And so, just as when wishing to behold our own faces we have seen them by looking upon a mirror, whenever we wish to know our own characters and personalities,
■we can recognize them by looking upon a friend ;
8	since the friend is, as we say, our “ second self.” If, therefore, it bepleasantto know oneself, and this knowledge is impossible without another who is a friend, it follows that the self-sufficient man will need friendship in order to recognize what manner of man he is.“
9	Again, if it is a noble act, as it certainly is, for one *u object, who is endowed with the good things of fortune to 5“οηϊοΤ confer benefits in his turn, on whom will he confer
them ? Or with whom will he dwell f For surely he will not spend his life in solitude ; companionship is necessary as well as pleasant. If, then, the things we end a have mentioned are noble and pleasant and necessary, $0™"ρ”τίιοη. and if without friendship they are not to be had, even the self-sufficient man will need the addition of friendship.
{Bud. VII. xii. 17 foil.: cf Nir. IX. x., xi.)
1	XVI. Ought we to seek many friends, or few ?
We may say at once, neither the one nor the other. Friends If we have many, it is a difficult task to give each his share of our love. As in all other matters, our weak Ohamcter,,^ nature finds it impossible to extend its action afar, stances. Our eyes cannot see far ; if we withdraw them beyond the distance that suits them, they fail in their task owing to their natural weakness. So it is with the hearing, and with all our other faculties.
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1218 "των. ελλείπω ν ουν τὥ φιλΐΐν δι’ αδυναμίαν καί 2 εγκλήματ αν τι ί ἔχο ι δικαίως, καί ούκ αν εΐη φίλος, μη φίλων ye ὰλλ’ η τω ye λόγω- ή δὲ φιλία ού το ντο /?οόλ«ται. ἔτι <χν ὥσιν πολλοί, οΰκ 3 ἔστιν παύσασθαι λνπονμενον πολλών γάρ οντων 15 εἱκδο ὰ€ι ττβρἴ ἔνα γέ τινα συμβαίνειν τι ατύχημα, ὥν γινομένων άναγκαϊον λυπεΐσθαι. οϋτ αδ πάλιν ολίγους, ένα η δύο, ὰλλὰ συμμέτρους τω καιροί καί τη αύτοΰ ορμή προς το φιλεΐν.
XVII. Μετά δὲ ταντα σκεπτέον αν εΐη πώς δει 1 φίλω χρησθαι. ἔστι δ’ ούκ έν άπάση φιλία ή »0 σκέφις, ὰλλ’ έν ή μάλιστα έγκαλοΰσιν άλλήλοις οι φίλοι, ούκ έγκαλοϋσι δέ έν ταΐς αλλαις ομοίως, οἶον έν τη πατρός προς υιόν ούκ ἔστιν έγκλημα τοιοΰτον οἶον ά£ιοΰσιν έν ενιαις, ώσπερ εγω σοι, ούτως καί σύ έμοί, ει δὲ μη, ένταΰθα τὰ σφοδρόν έγκλημα■ έν δε άνίσοις φίλοις ούκ ἔστι τὰ ἴσον, 2 26 ἔστι δὲ ή πατρός προς υιόν φιλία έν άνίσψ, ομοίως ή γυναικός προς άνδρα η οίκέτου προς δεσπότην, καί ολως δέ χείρονος και βελτΐονος. ούχ έζουσιν δη τα. τοιαΰτα έγκληματα. ὰλλ’ έν τοι? ἴσοι? φίλοις καί έν τη (τοι)αντη φιλία τό τοιοΰτον έγκλημα, ώστε σκεπτέον αν εϊη τό πώς δεΐ χρή-30 σθαι φθίω έν τη έν ϊσοις φίλοις φιλίμ. * * *.
α Of the beautiful letter of Plinius Caecilius (VUI.^ xvi.) beginning “Confecerunt me infirmitates meorum ...”
* Susemihl thinks that in this fragment the author is following a lost portion of the Ethics ofEudetnus which came therein after VII. xii. See his note at the end of that Chapter.
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2	If, then, through weakness one failed in loving, one would meet with just censures, anil would not he a true friend One would be loving in name only ;
3	and that is not the meaning of Friendship. Moreover, if one’s Mends be many, one can have no respite from pam. Amid a large number, it is likely that one at least, will always be suffering misfortune ; nnd for this we must needs feel pain.®
Ori the other hand, λνε need more friends than a mere one or two ; the number should be suited to our circumstances and to our individual impulse towards friendship.
1	XVII.6 We must next inquire how a friend should How
be treated. This inquiry does not concern every ϊΐόΰκπ* kind of friendship, but only that where the friends tieatwi. are most given to finding fault with one another. In the other kinds, they are less inclined thereto; for example, between father and son there is no such fault-finding as that which m some lands of friendship men think fit to indulge. “ As I treat you,” they say, “ so you must treat me ”—and if he does
2	not, a bitter fault-finding ensues. But between friends who are unequal, this equal (balance of benefits) has no place. And the friendship of father with son is a friendship where the conditions are unequal, as is that of wife with husband, or slave with mastei·, οι-in any case where one is inferior and the other superior. These cases, then, will admit of no such fault-finding. The kind of complaint of which we have Complaints spoken arises between friends who are equal, and m a friendship of that type. So the question we have to ι» on equal consider is how to treat α friend when the friendship is Term8·' between equals... .
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